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Preface 



This is a tiwc volume evaluation ol" tiho Vcrmoi^it Model FAP Child 
Care Service Systiem. The study was conductied" by the Leader ?;hip 
'Institute fo;r Conununity Development under a t\wel vo -month '9 rant 
(H-394 0) from the Evaluatiion Branch of the Ofyice of Child 
Dcvcl jij^^vTient in Lhe DcpartmenL of Hca 1th', ' Kducii t: ion and Welfare.. 

Since studies of this Lype t end to f ocas \on ,dt! f ic i enc i es 
and unsolved prpblems in ..the search for pragmatic excellence)/ 
they may neglect import: ant achievements or crcite false .impres- . 
sicjns of failure. We hope such an imbalance' heiR- been avoitled 
in this L opor t . Wh i 1 e vje ha v o bee n ev a 1 u a t i v o l\v critical 
■throughouL, I wai^t t*o take this opportunity tio commend all those 
involved inr the Vermont: pretest for their ha'rd-vyorkincj ^ t:alent:cd 
dedication and -their valirable accomplishments inl thii5 difficult 
■pioneei: effort. , ' \ X 



Many people cor.tr ib.u'tod their time, talencs \and energies to 
this work and their names 'appear in the Appendix. \ Spec ia 1 thanks , 
. however / are due the small but mighty staff who helped to juit 
'the jigsaw puz7:le together, Martin Fisher; Cynthia'\^ Faust , Arlene 
Fonaroff and Krisa Vick. Words cannot , express my gratitude to 
L. v7ane Tit ley whose talents and creative insight were matched 
by her 1 ong ,. devoted hours to the final preparation \of the report. 

My thanks to the people in Washington and Vermont who 
had the courage and. imagination .to pretest, a difficult program 
and who raised the evaluation questions whicli formed the basis 
for-this study. 'r???inks:, also, to the dozens of patient; 'people 
who shared with us their documents, experiences, problc^ms 
and r^tiggostlons during those long int^er views and teleplione 
calls in Washington, Boston and Vermdnt. 

To Lois-ellin Datta , Esther Kresh and the federal review. ' 
panel,, my deep appreciation for their support and cri^tical' 
comivicn ts . . • ■ *' ' 

And thanks to Jack Mann ion and the LICD Board of D irec tors 
for their .support and confidence during an exciting year of hard 
work . ■ • 

.To all, manv thanks. . 



■ ■ Eileen Siedman 

Project Director 
LICD 

Wa s h i rKj l.o n , D . C . , .'• ■ Ju ne , .1 9 7 2 
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Introctuction 



Why Vermont? That seemeci to be the standard question each time 
someone heard about this study for the. first time'. Tlie cjuost-ion 
v.'as generally follov/ed with skeptical comment 6 about population 
oiiarac teristics since Vermont's folks- were predominantly rural 
whites who. lived all over the state, in and around tiny tov/ns 
and villages. As one .state official put. it, "Vermont, is a 
medium sized city spread over a 10,000 mile terrain.." What 
possible value, then/ could a pretest of a national day care 
sys.tem have for the. rest of 'the country when Vermont was so 
"different", they asl^ed , -xs if state characteristics r'atht»r 
than national policies were the issue. And, in fact, Vermont 
\vas not "typical". Hut neither were New York, Alaska, West 
Virginia; Alabama, Connecticut, Hawaii, or Ohio. For each of 
the fifty states had its 'own characteristics, geography, 
traditions and population mix, and none of those factors turned 
out to be significant research variables for two important 
reasons . , ■ * 

First, this was a systems study - an intensive examination 
of the way federal and state resources were used to provide 
statewide day care services for working parents under a proposed 
welfare reform plan.' 

Since federally funded programs' were wrapped in identical 
boxes and tied with the same red tape, no matter which state 
received them, state and local differences of type and degree 
were important factors but national administrative rtigulations 
were the" same, so Vermont .'was as good as any other place to 
pretest the, model FAP day care system. The forms and controls 
were standard and the new rules were designed for a national 
program . 

Second, the factor of ubiq.uitous hu.n^anity presupposes that 
people are people, regardless '.of how they look, where they live 
o'^<.,^4^ incdme. Gi^;en that, the service delivery 

-human ^needs in Vermont ■ could be equated with those in the rest 
of .the country so that judgments about "how well" to meet 
those needs were considered transf err able .to other ^states. 

• V • 

The dilemnia," of course, wls first to learn "v/hat really' 
happened" v;hen Vermont was funded" to .plan," organize, and operate 
a model day care delivery System in the context of the proposed 
Family Assistap,ce Plan, and second, to find a way \ 
to assess ■ "hcvj .well" the model 'f\J?ictioned to achieve its - 
objectives. In the final ana^lysis , achievement of this, program ' 
goals should have been measured by whether or not its qlientele- 
public was^be'tter off, worse off 'or unchanged as a re^.\ikt of 
the program activity, but this evaluation stopped^short j of - that. 



objec'rivc. J.nstend,. v/ti werc adked to limit our assessment of 
the VOjrmont experience" to the Admi nistr^itive implementation of 
the sljatewide FAP day care system, and we have done so. 

This'' was not* to be "just another evaluation' study " 'but . 
an rattempt to identify and describe specij^eic factors of policy 
and- implementation in order, to suggest remedial alternatives 
for imiiiediate action by national decision makers and state, 
of f icials / ' • . 

*. 

. THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY 

In th.e'context of national priorities, .the cjiild cai'e com- • * 
ponent in FAP is part of a broader plan to increase the 
numbers of employable men and women with outlets to the 
labor market vis-a-vi's assurance of quality care for depend- 
ent ..chi Idren during the work day. ' 

In examining the -planning process^ we first considered 
the basic questions posed by the Department of Health, . 
Educ-ation, and V?olf are : ' « . 

1: What was the planning ..process in Vermont? 

2: How closely did it follow proposed- federal , 
• state and local guidelines? ■ ^ 

3. v;here and why did it diverge from such 

guidelines? . . » v <^ ^ 

4 . Were there alternatives posed ..for ' the course ; • 
of action eveatually taken? • rt 

■ I ; 

3. What problems were .involved in. its development? 

6 . What can^ be learned from this experience which 
will be .useful- to nationaiP policy maker^?' 

Additionally, we also con^^idered the following 
questions: ^ ' ' / { 

What is the validity of the guidelines, ^s_^ \ 

v;ell as their impact on the planning proc^ess? 

2. What v;arj the genesiE and developm.ent of ttie 
■ whole FA'E pretest in Vermont, as these affected 
the day care ccmpcnent planning process? \ 

3 ' ^^'h^t twas the influence on the planning proteins 
of ^he working relationships among and betv»7een 
. federal and state* staffs?- * . \ 



what use was made of subcontractors for the\ 
collection cr\d analysis of data and the pro 
vision of technical assistance and staff 
"training during the planning process? 



/ 



7. 



What^'was the' rolo of comn^u^iity level people 
in the planning process? .y j 

How did dec\lsion-maki-ng occur in .the plaiir.ing 
process? 

What was thfe\ importance, of information dnd its 
use 



in the planning . process? 



in -Part I 

\ • 



Specific answers to these two groups of ques^tions appear 
-Summary: Conclusions and Recommend atfions. 



. • \. ^ " , 

HEW's basic question \to the state^ of yfermont was: "How does 

a State organize resources\to quickly Establish a ch ; Id care 

system which will support FAP employment objectives?"!/ 

Therefore, LiCD's phc^se two\ investigation of the FAP child care 

operating system was concerned'with the followj.hg issues: 

■ ■ \ .' ■ . " ■ , 

A. How valid were the basic assumptions of the 
child care provisioris of the FAP legislatipn? 

B. ^ What were the costs of admiifister ing the 'system 

and how coald these be -^assessed? 

C. To what extent were, ch'ild care delivery system 
. variables responsive t^ the needs of . FAP 

eligible families? 



D. To what extent was the dperati'ng system an .-r 
impiementation of the Operations Plan?^ 

E. "How v/ell" and""hov; quickuy" did the operatifi^ .. ;. 
systejn work to attain the\ pretest objective of; .. ■ 
a statey;ide delivery system to provide "stable . 
quality c>|'ild care for FAP\ eligible fami,lies?" 2_/ 

What were the state and' looal. factors which 
facilitated or inhvibited delivery of "stable, 
quality child; care service?'*^ . 

G. VJhat were t-he broad problem W^^eas and the specific 
problems of the operating system?' What. were 
their causes and how could tn(?y be prevented? . 



1/ HEW ^Request tor Pt-opos^ to evaluate the Vermont Model cFAP 
Child Care Service System. '■ \ - 

2J One. other LICD ^task concerned the I provision of technical 

assistance to Vermont in the development of program quality 
indicatjors . The LICD discussion of \Vermont ' s" assessment ot 9 
■ program quality appears here *^ in Volume II, Chapter 4, Controls 
and. the complete Vermont report. has been reprinied as Appendix P 



MfciTHODOLpfeY 

/ 



/ ■ . 

/ 

The FAP cnild care planning procesi .accomplis''hrpGnts were 
measured against tliose expectatipns of it exptesscd in 
written documonts, proposed Jegi'slation, and LICD ij;terviovs' 
v/ith staff . . • ■ * ' 

.' • • ' • f ■ • 

. Tnis proved to be an elusi-ve" assignment. , The, expecta- 
'tions identified were, for the mast .part,,_ nebulous' and very 
often contradictory or mis.unders^toody . Vermont was given 6ne 
set of expectations in the* Vermont— D/Hiiw contract, buf 
never received oth(|rs. expressed i\n the OEGrHEW aarcom(-nt: 
LICD interviews with federal, state and local p<^opJe totned 
up still more. \ - . -v' 

futher compl icacing all these differing 'levels of 

expectations was not only Vermont's b\m idea of vhab it 

* expected to achieve but also its perception of what as 

■required of it by others. u • ^- ' \ 

" ■ • * \ ■> 

To the extend possible, ^LiCD evalua^tors 

1. identified expected outcomes of \the -hild'care ' 
- pretest in genera! and of the planning pr6cefes 

in particular;* 

2. classified these expectations into majop 
categories; . • - . 

J ■ i \ ■ ■ 

3.. identified accomplishments of the" child aare 

pretest in general, -and of the planning process 
^ in particular ;. . 

4. classified these . accomplishmehts into tl^e same '\ 
cjitegories as the expectations; and 

5. analyzed the findings in orcier ,to draw conclusions 
. and make recommendations. , ■ - 

,This report endumpasses all aspects of the planning 
process as they were reflected in the develooment of the 
aammistrative sys-tem, the preparatory arrangejfrients by ^ 
feaeral and state staffs for transfer of operational 
responsibility and funding to the local level, and the 
development of the day r . dej^ivery system. 



• ■ • \ - 

Voiuma II research focused on the admihistrative implementa- 
tion of the Vermont day care system,. Data Were^ obtained from 
ioqal documents Vvhich imposed requirements correspondence , 
ineiiTioranda , guidelines, contracts, minutes of. mee.tings , reicords^ 
* reports./ newspaper articles ^nd other writteVi materials .1,/ 
A j i teratqre search was also conducted for r(?levant day care 
information and the Operatitons Plan was carel:Mlly critiqued 
(as Cu3scribed in Volume II, Chapter 1, p. 461^. 





Data v;cre cc^k^lectcd'^in 


the followincj 


. \ ^ 
majon categor.ies: 


}■ 


People " 


8. 


Child/Adult \^Rati'o,s ? 


2. 


Places 


9. 


Anci],larv Seiryices 


3 . 


Things 




a . 


■ 1 ■ . 
Transjiiortation 


^. 


Systems 




b. 


Health! 










.(physiQal , mefitai 




Time 






aYid dental ) 


C 


Money 




c . 


Food 


7. 


F.ee'/Rate" Schedules 


10, 


Licensing " 



Vermonters were extremely cooperative in providing information 
by telephone and ma'il, zai important factor in this study 
because of its low budget. Persons interviewed in the field 
represented state govGrn^rieijt, 4-C committees and day ca're sites. 
LICD Staff interviewed. ali\but one of the DHEW staff involved' 
in the Vsrmont child care pre^test, all but one of the state 
officially connected with the da^^are system and nearly 'One third 
of Vormohc's day care providers. ' 

L^CD, 'jtaf f •-and part-time consultants ctinducted personal 
interviews with. 250 people throughout th^ state^V -eA?^ of 'whom 
had a direct relationship with the operating system. ""^his^se 
included 31 state employees, 13 4-C leaders, 52 site operatars>^^ 
55 ^ite^staff, .21 members of site Advisory boards and* 68 parents, 
coded interview guides v/ere prepared for each categ&ry of role 



1/^ The Aopendix contains summary-jia^ta-, — copi as^jat. documents and 
identified people and places visited in the .field., A 
glossary has bee'ri provided as a convenient reference guide 
to frequently used aCiTOnyms and key terms used in this report. 



in the systern 1/ with intferlockrng questions .to facilitate data' 
tabulation and correlation, which was done manually. 

4~C Interviews 

During the weo-k of March 14-17, 1972 , LICD sent two' 
interviewe'^rs into Vermont » one tc; cover fCur 4-C areas in the 
northern half of the state and the other to cover tho four 
areas in the southern -^art the st^te^^ One interview per 
day was conduc^ ed by each interviewer. LICD interviews at 
the 4-C regioiial level were designed to obtain as much information 
as possible about the operation of 4-C in Vermont and how it 
related" to the other components of the VermoTit FAP child care 
pretest. ^ 1 ' ■ 

\ ^ ^ 

Vie planned to interview the 4-C staff director in each of 
the eight 4-C' regions , feeling that the full-'time .paicf staff 
person would be closest to' the operation and bett-er able to 
give u» the information we needed. In some cases, however, 
where the paid staff person v;as'new or had not been as close 
to the detaj-ls as a member of' the 4-C 'CojKnit^tce , we interviewed 
them togetfier. For that reason / interviewees in Chapter 5 are 
referred to as 4~C "leaders." ». / ■ 



Site Interviews 



^ ,^'Fifty sample' sites were selected/for data pQllection. 

•■^ese included a representative saiTiple of each type of Vermont 
day care provider. ■ Licensed facilities wqre selected from the 
official state 'list of approximately 15*0 homes, group homet 
and centers. Unlicensed facilities (caretaker homes} were 
selected from a list of ^A, supplied by the area 4-C Committees.— 

Site selection criteria included type' of facility, location 
^ by geography and 4-C area, number of children^ accessibility to 
^Interviewers V ^nd availability of persons to be interviewed.' 
We made ncr attempt to limit the sample 'to. FAP paxticipants sijice 



V Semant;ics presented occasional problems for LICD. staff because 
several Vermont state units had the same names afe their 
federal counterparts (Office of Economic Opportunity/ Office of 
thild Development, FAP) and were not always clearly s6rted out. 
In another example^ statewide nomenclature for what we called 
"sites" was also confusing. Day care providers were classified 
in at least six different ways^ some of them overlapping* 

*». - ■- ' 

y See Appendices D'-.2,'E, F, G and H for details. 

3/ ,e .g . ,drivi ng dipj-Lances ,' weather conditions , hours of operation, 
etc. 



V 



fic- day care system was supposed to, service the entire - stdte 
nd , as 'the data show, non-C^qe paying 'yQ^T^^stGrs were enrolled 
hroucjhout the state. LICDw' selection included Centers licensed 
or over 30 children and those licensed for under 30 children, 
ost of v;hich operated out of homes, V We also included a 
eprescntative sample of FAP day care "alternative models" 
-ncludj nq The Burli.ngton High School Child Development Center,' 
he Vermont Home Care Enrichment Center and the day care, center , 
t Fort Kthan Allen, 2^/ and 'i'he Lyndon State College Day Care 
enter, . . ' i 

''Ten'LICD interviewers^ covered 46 sites during the weej^ of 
pril 10, 1972. We were obliged t® cover the remaining four 
ites the following week due to an 'unexpected illness in the ^ 
amily of one of our staff. 

Since one imporlAnt aspect of our' study was an assessment of 
he information system, we used personal telephone contabts 
o set up appointmc)ft»T:s about one week before each visit, 
fcause the informality of the telephone gave us an opportunity 
o answer (Questions about the purpose of our visit. and the nature 
C our study, we hoped to ayoid the erroneous impression that 
e were ^coming to evaluate jthe site or to . monitor its program, 
.n most cases, we achieved this objective by telephone ^in 
dvancG,- In a ^ew instaflfces, further clarification ocd'urred. 
uring the face to f ace Ajj?rTr»rviews . Each of the ten interviewers 
as, able *tp establish ^^'clirec-t personal relationsMp which 
ontributed to the overall warm-hearted cooperatioA we 
Gceived thr")ughout th^ state ► 

The methodology required that persons interviewed respond 
pontaneousl^ and"without preparation of any kind. If we had 
eon conducting a monitoring effort or a progrcim guality 
ssessment, th« more traditional "introduction by letter" 

.ethod might have been app'ropriate . Also, in' recognizing the 
navoidable imposition any outsider makes on a^busy day "^re 
peratiqn, we structured our visits so that we could cover all 
nterviews at each site* in oneday. Interviews generally began 
ith the' site operator at about 1:00 p.m. while the children 

/ere -napping, and finished with the. parents when they came to 

■ Ick up their children-^ at the end of the day. 

In the first piiase f eport yof this study. Volume I - The 
lanning ;Proces s, we describ^ra and evaluated that portion of 



Of the initial 50 sites selected , we found , when calling 
to make' appointiiients , that seven of them were no longer in * 
business, some of them for a while despite the fact that their -^'^->~^ 
names appea?.-ed on the current list of licensed day care facilities , 

Operated by the University of Vermont . 



4 



- B - . 

'• . ( 

the pretest which was to have produced a model Operations • 
Plan . The second phase of th is evaluat i on was o r i y In.al ly con- 
.ceivcd as an assessment of how well the operating system Wtis 
work in cj in rel ation to that pi an . However , because the plan 
did' not spell out a chi Id care delivery systeir.^ the state ' 
day care operation v/as eC^^luated separately . l./' 

As George Carcagno pointed cut in his lett^u' to* the LICD 
Project Director^ Volume I of thrs report required/ to some 
extent/ "... un raveling a tanglec^skein of tact, opinion/ 
emotive .statements . and fantasy . "L^ Volume II , on the otlier 
hand/ describps the actual operation of Vermont's day care 
system as it functioned at every level and* as it was experienced 
by the people v;ho lived it. LICD evaluators observed the 
evolution of a statewide system^ almost from its very beginnincj/ 
and watched enthusiastic optimism turn to anger^ frustration 
and despair as expectations rose faster t|] t-m^ the system's 
capability to respond to them. ^ 

VJhat followS/_ then/ i.^ the story of Day Care in Vermont. 

\ 



1 
f 

/ 




1/ The Operations Plan: A Critique ^ pp. 161-19 5. 
2/ Appendix Q. " ' ' . 
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Part I - Execut i v o Su mmary 



The Vermont mc^dol FAP chi].c> care service system was expt:>cto(l to 
become a pre3,imi-nary state implementation model when the F/wiiily 
Assistance Plan became law. In conception, it was; to implement, 
a model FAP child care' plan. However,., as described at length 
in Vol. X of this report, Vermont- s. Operations Plan was not 
a work plan fo^r a service delivery system except as it 
specified FAP eligibility requirements and financial controls. 
The Plan seemed to assum-; that having made money available 
within boundaries and constraints, supply and demand factors 
would' permit a delivery system to "happen." Ne'^/er the less , 
when the FAP pretest brought statewide money and attention 
to Vermont's day care needs, FAP resources became the basis 
for organi z ing> and' operating a statewide day care system 
which then generated new needs for^policy and procedure in order 
to function. 

Overall f the pretest appeared to demonstrate that Vermont 
parents would use day care resources, if available, so they 
could take jobs or employment for training. However, because of 
informational deficiencies, there was little reliable, 
data from the Vermont pretest to directly associate those 
working parents wi-th the FAP- re la ted activities of the 
pretest. As a measure of success, the pretest brouqht 
day care to Vermont and some expectaticTTis that, if jobs were , 
available, welfare recipients and other low income people who, 
needed child care could go to work. Perhaps* the most serioU^.^ 
misconception of the planners, however, lay in their assumptiosn 
that a statewide, human service system could be started from 
scratch without consideration for the complexities of service 
delivery and the potential consequences of conflicting values, 
such as custodial versus developmental child care. 

It is important to note here that our investigation found 
no recalcitrant bareaucrats or other blameworthy types'^ The 
data are clear" th,.t nearly everyone involved in the project 
was eager, for- success and .deeply committed to producing quality 
child care for^ working parents. Conflicts which surfaced 
developed around different c^erceptions of the ultimate goal : 
day care for children's sai<^ or day care to meet economic 
needs? 

The summary findings , conclusions and recomiriendations which 
follow suggest that these tv;o objectives are not mutually, 
exclusive if planned for as equally importcTnt elements of a 
total delivery system. ' 



-V; 



/ 



- 11 - 



Background Inf oratat ion 



On July J. , 19 70', the State of Vermont beg'an a project to" 
protest the planning and operation of a statewide child car(^ 
delivery system for workij^ig parents within the context of 
a broader pretest of the proposed Family Assistance Plan (FAlM.r 
This day care effort was funded under a contract from the 
Department' of Health, Ed-ucation and Welfare (D/HEW)^ suppleiuciitod 
by additional funds from the Office cf Economic Opportunity 
(OEO)^ to provide PAP day care services. (See Figure 1, page K^':^) 

Planners in Washington and in Vermont's state capitol, 
Montpelier, worked closely together to establisli FAP eli- 
gibility criteria, rate schedules and other fiscal poli«cios 
that were to be pretested^ in Vermont for replication in 
other states . It was hoped that the Vermon t experience wou] d ' 
provide information about the feasibility of policies and 
procedures so that FAP could- quickly be implemented when voted 
into law by Congress. 

\ Conunencing with the President ' s\ announ^efrrS^it concerning 
exjianded day care services, the child care- aspects of the 
pretest began to grov/ in importance. \ This was particular ly 
true as day care became a crucial factor in the President'!', 
workfare philosophy. \ 

But early in the pretest , two Wasning ton decision'^"' 
transformed the day care component ^rom a role qs merely one ! 
of four programs supporting the income maintenance pretes:> 
to ^the position of its most significant (and controversial) 
component. Each of these decisions directly affected the 
jplanning process. . * 

- The decision in January, 1970, not to pretest the income 
maintenance plan changed the fundamental character of the ' 
pretest. The planners, had to shelve much of the'>origina 1 plan- 
ning work, including most of the data from a major^- study for 
Vermont performed under contract by Mathematica, Inc. 2/ 
Removing the basic income maintenance framework created a 

1/ The Family Assistance Plan (FAP) : an Administration bill' 
^ introduced in Congress as H. R. 1417 3 on October 3, 196/^^ . 
Not passed . Subsequent revisions resulted in its 
reintroduction as H. R. 1 in January, 1971. Not passed. 

2/ Mathematica, Inc. (120 Alexander St., Princeton, N. J..) 
was engaged to help develop policies and procedures for^ 
imple'menting^ FAP on a statewide basis. (See pp. 9'8-lQ6). 
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pretest of four ;5oparat e. programs only peri],:;>jierai ly re la ted 

with i n the F AP c or t ex t : I) da y c a r e ^ 2 ) yo ea t i. o na 1 

rchabirl.i ta tj.on / 3 )■' Hocia .1 .setVices, and 4 )S croployment/tra ini ncj . 

The other deci,sion, * o provide a large suifi^oi: OEO money 
for day care services, 1^/ helped to enlarge the 'significance 
of the day care component as it became .he mo/5t richly funded 
element of the pretest and', more important, an almost totally 
independent variable. 

Vermont's interest in welfare reforim was understandable 
in/view of its position as' the tenth highest state in amounts 
pai<i pern inhabitant for public assistance. 2^/ " ' ^ 

. According to the 1970 census, 68% of. Vermont's population 
v/as found in rural areers , with ski resorts and summer homes the 
main source of revenue for service industries. Burlington.^, 
was the largest city with 39,000 people. TRmV and GeV 
are the industries credited with having contributed to 
Burlington's growth. The increase in Vermont's population 
between I960 and 1970 was equal to the increase between 1890 
and 1960. The total population at the 197 0 Census was 4 4 5,000 
v/ith 38% of th.e population white collar, 62% blue collar and 
less than 1/2 of 1% were, other than white . The average per ' 
capita income in 1970 v/as $3,465.00 (32nd lowest in the 
country). VermontiVwas the 48th state in. its number of poor' 
people with' a statewide average unemployment rate of 4.4%,. 
Given the^ limitations of the . unemployment rate describing the 
actual economic situation^ the rate stead.ily increased two 
points over a one year, period: The lowest monthly rate in one 
community was 1.8 and the hi^ghest v;as 8.9. The statewide' 
average monthly range was 4.0 to 5.8. , , 7 



- The Vermont FAP Pretest followed the traditional p,attern . 
of vertical funding and ve,rtical working relationships /(see 
Figure 1). Vhe real significance of this, as it related to 
the decision-making process ,. lies in the fact that the funding' 
source not only determined the problem but also tended to 
direct what to do about it. Even in the Washington/Boston 
federal relationship, it: was found that, for the most part, 
Washington bypassed the region in order to work directly 
with the state. 



1/ See Appendices A-2 and A -3 tor t!ie OEO/iiKW Acreement. 

'2/ Based on Resident Population.^ July i, 1971, Bureau of the 
Census estimate, HEW~SRS-PS-8 OS NCSS No. 3 



4/ 



3/\ IBM - International BiisiTiess Machines, Inc. 




- General Electric Corporat ion 
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In the initial stages of the planning process, organiza- 
tional problems began to compete for at tent ion wi th pol icy 
questions. Some of the inherent problems resulted from using 
existing legislation, progrcuns and institutions for the 
pretest of proposed legislation . 

Overall pi annin;^ f or" this , statewide program was handicapped 
from the outset by the al:)Sence of a planning design and by the 
separate but equal status of each of the four components especially 
the day care component. Further complicating matters wc^re -the 
ove rl apping and often co nt radi ctory requi remen ts and expecta t ions 
set fortli in federal contracts and otlier documents with which' 
Vermont attempted to comply. 

Following the traditional pattern of intergovernmental re- 
lations in federally funded'- programs , D/HEW and DOL {Department 
of LaiDor) received proposals and fundod separate pieces of the 
pretest using the amorphous machijjery of agency representation 
in decision-making groups. 

At the close of F.Y. 19 70 (when the FAP day care pretest 
began) Vermont had 270 children enrolled in its full-year, full- 
day Mead Start program. \n December, 19 70 , an^Jjdditional 2 50. 
children were reported to bo receiving child care under the Work 
Incentive Program (WIN) .£/ 

A? one indicator of Vermont's incrocising tr^rnc! toward 
respons i veness in matters affecting chi Idren , the State announced 
in May, 19 72 that "Day care centers would be permitted to spend 
up to 20 percent -.of their state and federal funds to' ^c|re for 
children frcJni homes where illness had/kept one of the p'ii rents 
from working. -L/ • ^' 

- In Vermont, the 4 -C Committees and the day care service pro- 
viders did not have a significant input to decision-making during 
the planning process. Their role of operating agency di ffered 
from the original- 4-C concept, in which. they were to'.|i^t' responsible 
only as catalysts, community organizers or policy makei^;s. 



V See Figure 1, p. 129. ■ 

2/ "TaiDle 27, Children/in Full Year, Full Day Head Start Programs 

■" by State, Fiscal Year 1970 , and Federal Costs", Child Care Data - 

and Materials , Commi t tee on Finance , U.S . Senate , June 16 , 1 9 71 

p. 60. ' 

y Op-. C i t . ■ "Table 17, Number- of Children Reported Recei vi ng . Chi Id 
Care Under WIN," p. 41. 

4/ State Government News , Volume 15, #5, May, 1972. Published 
by the Council of State Go.vernments , p. 7. • 



Our o X am i na t i o n of the ccmp I .i c a t ed route oZ ,t Ji e OEO * 
day care money (see- Figure 1,) j;ovoalcd " the grachial 
and confusing imposition of intricate requirements as each ■ 
a';jbncjy ' s input reflected its own' polic-y and perspective. 
,In addition, Vermont's Day Care Unit in the State 'Office 
of Kconomic Op}?ortunity was charged with the responsibility 
for organi zi ny and operating FAP day care wh i le the plannincj 
respons'i bilitv rested witli tlie FAP Planning Staff in another 
orqanii^ation. TJ^ie net effect of ithis fragmented approach 
appears to ^jiiiaxe^|)een the development of a competitive and 
conflicting rela tioi^ship rath.er than a partnership between 
the planning and} opera ting staffs. It also reflected a view, 
of plahning and pporating which perce i ved them as tv^o 
discrete activjittes wi th a neat sfpquential relationship not ' 
borsTG out by su^equonV examinatic^n of the actual pretest 
experience . 



. The planning process of tlie viermon t day care pretes t jf^ 
did not produce any systematic experimentation aiming 
at alternative courses of action^ 1 At no time v;ere there 
systematic plans for developing / analyzing, or selecting . 
viable planning alternatives. .i 



At, the same time, several altejrnative day care delivery 
service m.odels developed .independently without an overall 
design. Yet th'e^e were no plans ' developed to characterize, 
compa rQ^ct-nd assess these alternative day. care models. 
Lacking" an evaluation design, the. alternatives had little, 
value to the pretest {see pp. llG-120). 

Two major subcontractors were used: 1) Thiokol Chemical 
Corporation 1/ , and 2) Mathematica, Inc. ■ ' 

Thiokol contracted with' the Stat/" ice of Economic 
Opportunity to provide professional sl^rvij-es in the area of 
planning day care facilities , staff taVainAng and the 
development of evaluation procedures forythe day care unit. 
The actual Thiokol work and'its valu^t^the child care 
planning process proved to b^ useful in Itaff training but 
ratlier doubtful in thp other areas (see pp. 121-125). 



1/ Thiokol Chemical Corporation, "1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W. 
Washington, D. C- 



Matheniatica ' s major obi iyatibn.s -were to provide- *. 
Vormonl: with assistance and information to develop a body 
of knowledge and a sht of policies and procedures to 
implenent FAP- statewide. Most of. their work was Cocusud 
on an income maintenance pre tes t and had limi ted usefulness 
in c:onnection v/ith .child 'care planning^ 

One other factor omergeiL^which had a significant 
ir.ii^act on the Vermont' day caire* pretest--tlie still unresolved 
cor.flict over ' the de f i n i t i o n""o f q uaTiTy^'ch i 1 d care. In the 
absence of criteria clearly defining quality child care and 
(.since it v/as a pretest) in the absence* of state wide 
ii:.ple:{ienting experience with tlit^ v/hole FAP -concept ^ position.s 
became j-Kjlarized arouiid the one- issue which no one had to 
i^ottle. - In effect, "custodial" care, for FAP children became 
identified as substandard caro while "developmental" care 
for FAP. children meant compliance with minimum state 
Jicensing standards. ^ • - 

Yet, despite theiJS^pat and hostility generated over this 
issue, both in VJashingfon and Montpelier, everyone interviewed 
in the course of the LICD study spoke of child care in 
developmental terms which differed only in type and degree. 
Nevertheless ,' unti-1 this issue is resolved or clarified, 
planners -may continue to grope for answers to budget questions 
(facilities, staff, equipment, supplies, ancillary servi.ces, 
etc.) and cliild care specialists may consider FAP day care 
.poten tia 1 ly detrimental to chi Idren . 

Moreover, the controversy probably created a dive^r sionary 
protective co.vering for significant problems which otherwise 
might have surfaced for resolution! For example, equ'ally- 
important sources of friction seemed to stem from 

different philosophical perceptions ' and ■ 
expectations of the FAP^ptretest (see pp. *74 , 77-84 
87-94 , 137-139) & Append!:: B. 

differing administrative styles. (see pp. 82-94 , 136.) 

program manage'ment problems at every level (s^^-^e pp. 74' 
97, 136, 137) . 

the separation from the other three support 
components of day care component funding and 
operating (see pp. 67-73 , 77-83 ,.. 95-96 , 129.). 

power strugg les over the control of the 
program (see pp. 72-75, 79-84, 88-94, 126-127). 

the absence of a broad day care planning design that 
mi qht have included a service del i very sys tem as well ■ 
as a fiscal management system (see pp. 9i>'-97 , 98-111 , 
112,. 116-120) . 
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ihu nature of 
in V.\■i^J^li^lg,ton 
day ,caro 
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the pretest, which 
witli little, if an 
operators (see pp. 72 
" " 120 , 258 , 261. ) 



*\s'a.'^ cU rec ted 
y, input 



i: he a bs en cc of a bu 1 1 - i n e va 1 u a t i on sy s torn 
whicJi might. hav6. provided important feedback 
!. nf orma tion for both short-range aiid long- ■ 
range decisions (see pp. 137-148). 

the absence of a management information system 
Vr'.i th layers of decision-making opportunities- 
to re.solvo conflicts (see pp. 87, 90-97, 



147) 



'J'he bailie problem in the development of the planni.-ny 
prfK.\jiis seemed to flow from the traditional pattern of 
'it:'yeln[)ing and managing -federal programs from multiple 
funding sources , each witli/ its own guidelines and 
t ccjLil a t ions . . / 

Lack of agreement on obj<l^ctives , the' differing range 
of c:X[jeG tat. ions , plus thp polarization around the custodicil 
"/s. dc-'/e lopmen tal child /care con-troversy acted further to 
produce seri.ous planninj-j problems. 

As conceived , the/ planning task seemed relatively ' simple 
arK^ clear: Desj^i^aBcL-develop a statewidt; system to provide 
^q-ual i tyV day "^are for yp'^P eligible families . ^ V'Jithout a 
doubt, 'the FAP prete/at was responsible for bringing statewide 
day cartf services -tc/ Vermont, despite a piiecemeal foliage 
of e>:pecH:atlons, ' au^thority , decisions-* and activities. But 
neither the planning proces^j itself nor the "plan" to 
deliver day care ^ervices can be identified asl a "system. " 

For example/, one can. hardly credit the planning' process 
for the Operat:j/ons Plan wliich w£is written: 

/■ \ ' 

1. before -the baseline data waf; analyzed' and available; 

2. w j! thout consultation v/i th local day .care operator-s ; ■. 

3. ■- /primarily by one : lentod individual ; 

4 . /., to meet the sp ecifications of the federal govern- 
/ men t; and 

relativ e isolation from other elements of the 
planning process ( e . g . , employmen t t raining , social . 
services ,. vocational rohabilitationT^and day care - 
tjMperations ) . \ 
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Therefore., it seems ovorwholrninqly evident-, that the 
activities roforred .to as the planning process in Vormoiit 
did not: produce a Model FAP child care service system, but 
did produce a classic study in public admijiistration and 
intergovernmental relations.' ' 

Certain specific questions were raised (see pp. 2 and 3) 
which found a basis- for much of our invcBtigative research^. 
While deta-iled answers constitute the substance of this 
report, synopsized -answers arc presented here with appropriate 
ref erencci5.l * 7 

^ f ■ 

The basic questions posed by 'DHEW and LJcd wore: 

■-•..^ What was the planning process in Vermont ancf- what 
were the g'e.nesis 'and development of .the whole FAP pretest 
in Vermont thoy affected 1 trw.? day care compcneht planning 
process? v ' y ' . " 

-We- found th-at the planning process suffered, from the 
absence, of an agreed upon planning design. Instead,^"a 
series of loosely related decisions and actions required 
Vermont '.s compl ia~c\^ wi th directives from Washington. 
Personnel and organizational shifts.^at the . federal and state 
levels took .place sev6ral times during the planning process 
causing confusion, information ' gaps and delays. 

Cojnmencing with the i^resident ' s announcement concerning' - 
"expand(^ day care services-," the child care aspects' of 
the pretext began to grow in importance. This was particular- 
ly true asS^y care service became a crucial factor in the . 
development of workfare as a welfare reform" strategy.. V^hen 
the Income Maintenance aspe^ct was dropped , ■ su f f ic lent support ■ 
for the ,pre test remai.ned despite .i ts. more limited service 
scope.. Nevertheless, planners ' managed to develop, a foundation 
" for a FAP' day care delivery system and to beg in /its implementation. 
Figure 2, the "Planning Chronology Chart," provides an overview 
of the planning pr'Cree^.s^. , / ■ ' 

* . ' - • 

• "How closely did the f)lanning pvocess follow.' 
proposed federal, state and local guidelines, where and' why ' d.id 
it diverge from such guidelines , 'and what was the val-idity of 
the guidelines and their .mpact on the planning process? 

.. Vermont. 'state FAP chilid care ■ planner s responded 
nieticulously to the federal guidelines contained in the 
Federal Interagency pay Care Requirements (1968) and to 
specific policy dir<^ctives and interpretations of pending' FAP 
legislation '-from Wash ing ton . Since there was . no planning 
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design, as such, planners de/Jeloped policies and procedures 
as' needed. State interim gij(L(|eline>3 and operafin : procedures 
were not issued until Angus tl, ^ 1971 ,^ after bperations v^ere 
wel^l underway. SincQ the federal guidelines wore primarily 
concerned with fiscal management,- rate and fee schedules and 
ciccountl'ng systems, the state guidolines ref lected ,,that 
perspective, 'li.;- '-'lanning process did'not produce substantive 
guidelines 'or day care service delivery, as such. 

In addition, the child care compohent was funded from 
two- sep.arate federal agencies (OEO and. IIEW-SRS lllOi)^' each ■ 
with its'own legislation and regulations. Our .investigation 
revealed that certain OEO requirements were hot transmitted 
to Verm'onr'by HEW (the federal contracting agent). Therefore, * 
the validitv of those guideline^ could not be tested. 



Were there alternatives posed for the course of 
action eventually taken?. -A - ■ 

The planning process of the Vermont pretest did not 
produce any systematic- development of al-ternative courses of 
action. * At no time were there plans for developing, analysing, 
or seTecting viable planning alternatives. 

Various day care models evolved withou/t an overall plan, \- 
but there was no system- to . characterize , 'compar^e or asse.ss 
them. Lacking "ah evaluation design, those alternati»ves -had 
little va me 'to the planning pre/test. 

• '^hayprai^lcms were involved in its development? ' ■ 

The basic problem in\the development of the planning' 
process , seemed to f low ' from , the traditional pattern of 
developing, and managing fedurair^' funded programs from 
multiple funding sources, each with its own guidelines and 
regulations. Even though the proposed FAP legislation 
provided the basis framework, actual funding was fragmented 
.aiid tied to existing legislation. * Administratively-, this 
meant that various different units of the federal government 
each, had a vested interest in the Vermont pretest and were 
involved in decisions,' one. way or cinother. 

..Lack o/ agreement on ob jectiji^^es , a v;ide range of 
expectations and polarization aro^pd ^the .pustodi al vs. 
de\/eropmental child care controv^f^^ ^added to the planning 
problems . , ■ ^ 

■ * ■ •. ' • 

Administrative and communication problems- resulted 
from the lack of adequate inform^ition. and decision-making 

■ ■ . ^. J ' ' , 
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systems, a common' complaint being that no one was in chargt^. 
Fi nally , tlie baseline survey- done by Mathemati ca , Inc . was 
oricji nal ly i n tended to provide data fey: an i ncome maintenance" 
plan f not for a day 'carfe systen. . Ao a resul t , much of tha t 
data was not as relevant as it might have been. 

» 

• What can be learned from this experience wliich will 
be use f ul to national po licy makers? 

(See Recommendations pp. 2I~28 . ) 

• What was the influence on decision maxiny and t.l^.e 
}.)lannincj process of the working relationships among and 
'between federal and. state staffs? 

..prom the start cJf tlie planrjing process, organizational 
problems began -to compete for attention .with policy questions. 

The Washington staffs, in their quest for a successful 
FAP pretest, encouraged a vertical i elation ship with the 
.Vermont staffs which by-passed routine state and federal 
rc^cjional organizational channels, 

'At the same time, the Vermont FAP pretest followed 
the traditional pattern of vertical funding' and working 
relationships- which flows from categorical 1 eg i s 1 a t-i ibn and 
federal program cc^ntrols. 

The real significance of this , as it relates to the 
plajining process in .the. Vermont pretest, lies in the 'fact 
, that the federal funding sources determi ned the problem 'and 
directed what to do about it. 

Vermont ' s, participation in the planning vprocess , then , . 
can be characterized as accommodatioYi and compliance with 
f 0(5 era 1 d j.rectives . 



. • What »;as the effect of the use of sub-contractors 
for the collection and analysis of data and the provision* 
of technical assistance and staff training during the planning 
process? 

The- two major sub-contractors .were 1) Thiok'ol Chemical 
Cgrporation and 2 ) Mathema'tica , Inc . 

■ . ' ' » ' '\ 

Thiokol contracted" 'wi th ,.SOEO to pro\^ide prof essio.nal services 
in the areci "of planning day carfe facilities, staff training and. 
the development of evaluation procedures for the day care unit. 
.With the exception of tlie .staff training work , Vermont staf f 
did not appear to fl nd the other Thiokol work useful duri ng the 
planning process. * • 



/ 
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Matlv^m<.■lt>ic^l ' s ma jor^j^!i3-ki,ga t ions wt^ro to provide Vormont 
wi-tli--3ssi;'v^tancu and Information for the devc lopnion t of l'A»P 
statewide policie.s. Since the main thrust; of this work 
was focused on an income maintenance pretest, Vcrnioi:t stnff 
found only a small proportion of the information to be 
directly u'seful for child care planning. 

• What was tlie rol c of commyn i ty 1 eve! pec j: ! i n 

the planning process? 

In Vermont, neither -the? 4-C CoiTunittoo nor 'th* (L.v 
vendors had a significa*nt input to deeis ion-inak i ; riarirn; 
the planning process. Regional 4-C conrnij ttocs ^I.k ;■ i:;.' ^-.jl*- 
co n t rac t or s , a ' r o 1 e which differ e'd f r cm t ho or i g i : 



concept in which 4-Cs wero to be responsible only .i:-^ 
catalysts, coininunity organizers* or^ po.i icy makers. 

For the most part, parents and day car<.' rer 'i'.'- : 
responded to imjjosed requirements and, with few ■ ; ' 
were not consulted in the development of plannin ; 
and procedures. ' . ■ 

• W h^a j: wa s J:, h e importance of i ri f o i • i a t ion- :'.c ivv] it :■■ 
use in the planni^hg process? ' . 

Information, as one of the more important i iv;; r-.d. i ^ 
in p.lannirg, appears to have been overlooked as ::\ri--\()rc 
category for systemization . There was no evide !!'.:■ of 
ma^jter plan to cqllect, select, store, use and di;Mr:L;:i' 
information. 

The following conclusions and recommenda t i '.ir..^^ .:] ' 
with the planning process aj\d have rami f icatioi/'. f '^r 
FAP day care policy and for state'wide FAP day ciw..- syr;- : 
In our judgment, the issues and recommendations ar-v r' ic- 
to any of the fifty states. 
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' SUriMARY AND S.DCOMxMENDATIONS - -VOLUME t 

The' Planning Process 
1. FAP DAY CARE PLANNING 

It seems evident that tht Vermont experience 
reflected a great emphasis on the planning process and ,a lack 

attention to the need for a planning design. Indeed, there 
may have been an assumption that the procesio was the design. 
Regardless of intent, however, the absence of a planning 
design contributed heavily to the confusion over expectations, 
use .of resources, and assessments of progress. 

Recommendations 

' A_. . Each stcite should develop its own FAP planning 
design based upon conf ormance"^with federal legal requirements 
but structured to produce an operations plan which can meet 
the special FAP need.s of that state, including those related 
to day care for FAP eligible families. Such an operations 
plan should .become a flexible blueprint, witli a built-in 
evaluation sy^stem for providing a:ccurate, timely and 
appropriate information for both immediate ar^d long-range 
decisions. A planning design should incluae: 

(1) clearly enunciated and agreed upon 
e^^pectations (or outputs) both of the FAP planning process 
and of the program, itself; 

• (2) systems, for obtaining, selecting, storing 
and using data for FA.P . pla'nning decisions; 

(•3) systems for the developme.nt and implemen- 
tation of FAP policies and procedures to ensure (a) a 
methodical approach to plannina; (b) agreed upon criteria for 
decisions; and (c) an appropriate administrative framework 
for accomplishing the FAP goals of that state; 

(4 ) a comprehensive decision- making system . 
v/hich integrates planning, operations (organization and 
management) and evaluation (program effectiveness assessment) 
as interdependent organizational elefnents, ratVier than 
separating them into sequentially discrete activities'. 

Statewide information about all existing day care 
resources should be collected, analyzed and ev'alUcTted before 
a'ttempting to assess specialized day care requirements for 
FAP eligible fap\ilies. » 

Such data collect! on should include actual 
operating experience and costs in order to adequately assess 
resource needs for program development, budgeting and other 
planning decisions . Premature assumptions about FAP day care 
needs and available day care services may lead q?d.ther to 
excessive or to inadequate resource allocation. ' 
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(2) a tiiuc' -phased work plan for co Ilccti jig ^ 
.selecting, analysing, evaluating and using information in 
p 3 a n n i ng f o r FA J"* d a y c a r e j 

'{ 3 ) an inventory of all existing day care 
services by categories of tyjjc , clientele, funding source a and 
other relevan t - cha ractc?ri t ics ; ■ ^ 

{A) an age group inventory of all children 
currently j'eceivincj day care services;- ^ 

( 5 ) a n e s t ima te o f po t n t i ^ 1 TAP day care 
consumers by location, ago, and oUior roleva it cliarac tor i sti cs ; 

'( 6 ) an e s t i ma t G of available and potential F AP 
day care services by location, type, clientele, funding sources 
a.nd other relevant characteristics; 

(7) an inventory of act^aal existing and projected 
day care* costs in order to budget appropriately and adequately;^ 

* 

' ( 8 ) an inventory of all publ ic and pr i vat'? ■ - 

resources of money, personnel and facilities currently or 
potential ly available for I'AP day care ^ 

(9) a layered information system which provides 
opportunities for par ticipation . in decision-making among 
af f ect.od ind iVidua'l 5 , organizations, agencies,*' day care 
providers, parents, employers and elected officials; 

• (10) a layered decis ion-making system which 
provides opportunities for participat i'on in decision -mak i ng 
aniong affected individuals, organizations, aqencies, day care 
providers, parents, employers .and elected officials; 

(11) " an estimate of training and technical 
as.Tistance needs and resources; 

(12) an internal evaluation system designed 

to measure articulated expectations ,. outputs , quality of child 
care, cost-effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery and 
its relatipns-h ip to FAP employment goals. 

.2. FAP DAY CARE ADMINISTRATION ' . 

Administrative problems were discovered to be a 
root cause of many conflicts 'in the Vermont pretest. Federal 
officials imposed administrative requirements on the s^^e 
while neglecting to follow rudimentary management procT^Qures, 
themselves.. ' ' . 
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If f indeed , -this was to be a state pretest of a new 
"concept through a search for innovative alte;rnati ves to. the 
status quo, it seems unrealistic fpr Washington to have- 
placed the whole experimental burden on the state while the 
federal agencies did busi. less as usual,^ 

For example, in 1970, HEW put the Operational 
Planning System (OPS) into regional and headquarters offices, 
• under the direction of Thomas S. McFee, newly appointed 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management Planning and 
Technology. Yet, despite this apparent HEW ernphas:^s on 
,managemen,t by objectives at the top of the hierarchy, the 
Vermont FAP chila care pretest appears to have been .planned 
without using. the available OPS resources. 

But to blame the bureaucracy is to miss the point. 
A total systems approach is required to fully grasp the. 
interdependent network of policy, information, decisions 
and actions at every level. Compartmentalized funding ]_/ 
begins witli legislation and is merely administered by the 
bureaucracy, not invented there. 

.In the Vermont pretest, categorical funding by 

program components required the usual efforts to coQ,rdinate, 
despite tlie futility of achieving voluntary service 
integration "of independent- programs . Policies and procedures 
follov^ed traditional vertical funding patterns, which 
reached all the way from V/ashington to local day care 
opera tioiiB . ' ' 

. Program implementation by vertical accounting 
systems is the f ederal-s tate-local status quo, and the 
Vermont pretest became just another federal program. Kven - 
•the local program development v/ork was described as a selliViq 
effort rather than a state-local partnership in resource 
development . V 

This program approach to day care problems 
generated typical results. Competition among staffs- for 
program control led to proprietary identification with "my'" 
budget while diffused responsibility amounted to no one 
beihg in charge. 

Such diffusion resulted in the common attribution of 
decisions and author! ty to ''it'' '(the commi ttee , the agency , 
the government) rather than "they," "he," or "she ,* "--the* 
actual decision makers. 



1/' See~ Figure^ IT" P . 12 9 

'2/ Sec Appendix A-1, p. 35 5 



iiK^iK.'v, let"':' soc v.'ha L you can do v.-'L!; it'' .hi.! '.c 

of cr »nit; ] i en t: , 1. c (] a ] .i s t: i c (j u i i.l e 1 i n c. s v; ' i ; ' ': i ; ■ r " ■ 
f ro !r; ^ )).t > ^ n t i nc; mo 1:0 o f t c n than I: h cy ! : ,1 1 > , ! ; : li ' 

c ^ f t j 1 e V c; nno n t; i ; ]■ o t c s t , t i • o r » v.- a s ^ou\c c ; f I ■ o { 1 1 . 
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g u i <.l c 1 i n c s . -o n ] v .s r>rn r 1 1 r a i I in< 1 1 to i' i a J '/hi- ; : 1 \' c rr ■ o t- ^ ; t. 'a f f 
rip tod to usr .'md ir.od j fy . ' rt? f 1 t^c t i nn ti:t.' to havo i:>r<yM.- 

cj \n. [] e 1 i n r.- : ^ , a a c J, u o t o v; hat w a l ;•: : j c t o d . 

At tho oth.ci" ^. ■.■:t rrpn ; thf?ri? woro. i]ct<\ i 'i r^} i:T,trur^ 
and. poJ ici.c:f; to conti^o.! .■•chodulos, rat(M^, cost rcM iil-ar:;*-- 

rion t a ncl a ccou n t i lu; f-^ y t cryi-. . r c f ] oc t i n>:| q r c a t 'a v I c n t i o 
cou tj t i nq a n d rioa s u y i n*: i l1 o 1 1 a r as if, onu^ ! 10 v.- , . t h. o r\T :i i y i j 1 a \: i n 
o f: n.< Ml o y w as the most .i. iv, p o rtant t • 1 c '*i o n t i I'i 1 1 1 1 ■ A P ] 3 1 i n a i"i * 1 
tho key to i ts isuccosk. 

Thicro e.oomc'fi t.r; !-,f. n";"' clear ccnscnsur; ^r, whothir-r 
Vg r mo n t wo. s j ^-i s t a 1 a I ^ c - r a r y f c r \Va s in nq t o n o r \-: ) 1 o t r 
•"c'dor"al aqcnci. v.-ci."r> pi"o\'j il i i\a ret^ourcc;*. so tliat Vermont could, 
so 3 V o i t s p roL 1 or .s ijy nu^'i n f t i pro t o f; t , v;: : i 1 o I ; c' ] j . i ns; 1 o 
dcvolop national policy -"^f-^ --i p'rot.otypo F^tnto-. 

^ Sul.>contractors v/t.T;^ i;:iT'd to lorforni vork , s'm-k- of. ■ 
>v!mc!i v/a.^ never used or '/a;.; liter Ta-o\'e<.I t^..) \:>e ir i:e L cw-.n t 
to t'ho pro joct ' s ■ needs ' ... 

l*rf 'S s 11 res of ti-mo p rev en I'.-.'i adecnia to- aa;,u n 1 s t ra t ivc^ 
prep'ara t i on , so that more time was rc'cuired la tor to solve 
prevc:ital;le problems. ' jKirry u]) and v.'ait' fol]ov.'(xl thiC 
usual pattern. 

Recommendations \ 

A V i .a I G day care administrative s y s t c n : s 'n ri u 1 d I : o 
d c -V e 1 o p e d j o i 11 1 1 y \i y federal and state o f f i c.i a 1 s t a k i 
into cons idcra t io-n the r.ipple effects of policies, and 
tu'ocedures at every level, and holdinq accountal:)le for their 
management practices all federal, stat.e and local officials. 



Such an administrative svstem sliould: 



A. So t def i ni tive standards for eua 1 i ty chi j d 
care from the beqinninq, not after a proqram is a year old. ■ 

D . Ks tabl i s!\ def i ni ti ve guidel i nos and 
expectations in legal documents so that people responsible 
for operating and planning knov/ what is cxpec-ted oft them and 
the piroqram. 
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C . Ts Lai ] i sli nocisuros ^or "nsr.'.?j:s j n^j 
jc!-. ] ovojnenLs so Ifi-it^ tJt every step of tiio way, corrective 
jn'.:a.'::ures can be taken to i^iprove tho j^rocjr'cim and it-.r; results. 

D . Provide adoqua te and t incly teclini ca J 
•:j.';r. i y]t. ancc through (l)'v/rittcn and verbal information on a 
rr:r, t cvM^ tic a nd u roinp t , re spo n sc ba sis, o.nf 1 ( 2 ) appro^i r i ate 
t r a i n i. ng for a \ .1. i o vc 1 s o f s t a f f , • 

i.: . Include a u s c f u ]. c onuau n i c a t i o n s y t : e m 
icV^ !".as built into it (from tho beginning) the colloetion, 
siorago. selection, and use of accurate information v;hich 
t.a.sj ly accessible and ax'ailable in a useful form» 

F . Include a deci sion-making j.u'ocoss whic'n 
utiJi?:cs the lesson.^ of the 19 6 0 ' 5--tliat persons most affected 
by decisions nust be involved in making tliein to- gaj n acceptai^cc 
(and, therefore, conplianco) and to ensure a reasonable degree 
nf success, The techniques and netliods are difficult l)ut take 
no nioro tire,, in" tlie long run--and I\ave a higher payof f--t!ian 
top down autocratic ru le-riak i i-iy v/hich br ing^::^on^ act v/o 
lu.'Stility and resistance. , . 

3/ FAP DAY CARE MONEY 

T i 1 o V e r nio n t F A P c h i. lc\ c a 1' e pretest at t e nip t e d to )d u i 1 d 
day care delivery system ai.ound predetermined, fees and rate 
s<:hedules based on projections of - anti cipated federal revenues-. 
In the process , separate fiVcal functions began to -overlap 
ard blur, creating a complicated financial system all out 
of };ro})ortion to i i- s ^role . . At the same timc^i;^ limiting day 
caro services planning to a target group rinay have been 
more exjjensive than plam\ing for . the total day caro population. 
For cxamj)le*^ the Mothematftra baseline data and screening 
surveys could have included statewide information about Vei'inont 
existing day caro, its costs and utilization across tlie board. 
FAP data could iiave been extracted later, as needed,, to 
determine actual costs of day caro and other r.ate/fee-related 
items. , , 

Better use of existing public and private facilities, 
oquipmont, staff and money might lead to a statewide day care 
program at less cost; per capita, from public funds than a 
program designed for a target population which results in a 
higher per capita .ajlrainistrative overhead cost. 

Recommendations ' • 

A. A national ::'AP day care money managepient system 
sliould be designed which "separates the .foilowing f unctions " for 
greater efficiency in x^lanning and operations-. 
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U) audgetiji^ , as a plannincjydevice which 
considers actuax costs" " cbntinnency f actojyfe^nU actual or 
^Drojected revenues, ^ . . 

(2) Fisc al M anacjejnent^ as broad scale decision 
making concerned witlT allocaTI.on o*f' resources/ prioriti'es, 
policies/ procedures and accountability. 

(3) A ccox mri.ng ^ as a system of records and 
reports, providing the data for budgeting and fiscal management. 

B . A national FAP day care f inancial..^inf ormation 
system should be designed which includes federal guidance 
and assistance to states in mobilizing and using funds from 
all sources , Such a system should take state autonomy into 
account and should consider federal funds as one of several 
sources of financial assistance. 

At the same time , such a system . should include 
updated/ accurate/ periodical information about all available 
federal funds ^ for day care and related services . 

C . J^ach state should design its own internal day 
care financial information system to improve planning by 

the legislative and executive branches'/ and to assist in 
monitoring expenditures. Such a system would make information 
available aboqt federal, state and local public and private 
day care funds.. ' ", 

4. FAP DAV^CARE EVALUATION 

The Vermont child care pretest neglected to build 
in routine data collecti&n and did not develop criteria for 
assessing the results of the test. Desp-ite the written 
contract requirements and two"- attempts at developing an 
evaluation plan, there is_ no overall internal evaluation 
.system in place at this writing. ■ ' 

/ 

A^ alterna'tive models of day care service systems 
began to develop, a few innovations emerged. But Vermont's , 
pretest had no system to develop innovative models, measure 
their validity, compare them to. others, record their development 
and progress, or. evaluate their replicability . 1/ 

While evaluation is an integral, essential component 
of planning and action in any field of human endeavor, it is 
absolutely indispensable in the planning and implementation 
of new, innpvati.ve' or experimental programs — especially '.an 

y See pp. 116-120. ' '~ ^' . 
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experimental pretest such as the Vermont FAP Child Care 
System. ■ • c«- . * 

./'■ • 
These premises proceed from a working definition of 
evaluatibn as a management tool which gathers data Jregarding 
process and product of a program in order to affect decisi<9n 
making. In other words evalua^^ion attempts to measure how 
efficiently and effectively an organizational system moves 
"toward its end results and how well it actually does ' accomplish 
•those results.. . , 

Recommendations^ 

A . The PHEW Office of Child Development should 
assist state and local governments in designing and implementing 
internal FAP day care evaluation "systems. The OCD should: 

(1) clearly enunciate, FAP day care policy with 
respect to national objectives and expectations; 

( 2 ) suggest and negotiate^ appropriate criteria 
and methodology for measuring FAP day care program' effectiveness 

(3) suggest and negotiate appropriate criteria 
and methodology for measuring and compariji^g FAP day care 
alternative service delivery models; 

(4) provide' technical assistance ^through written 
materials and staff contacts; 

(5) provide a central informa^tion clearing hou&e 
to ensure the widest possible dissemination pf findings and 
experiences^ and . . , 

(6) analyze, evaluate and compare various .state 
■systems as they develop and function-. 

B. Each state agency responsible for planning and 
operating FAP day care should: 

<1) design, develop and use an internal FAP ' 
day "care evaluation system as an integral element of all 
planning and operating-'activities so that planning decisions 
can be leased on timely^ accurate and verifiable information; 
and 

?i ' . 

(2) commit sufficient resources to the 
systematic assessment of FAP day care program effectiveness to 
ensure the best use of public monies . " . . 

\ ■ ' 

\- 
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. Veri;iont'r-i summary of its 1972 child c.are activities 
WIS appendod t(i its request to Hl":w Cor FY '73 refunding. The 
report reflected the essential humanity and warm personal in- 
formality v/hich cliaracter ized our experiences with the people 
of Vermont. It described Khe previous year'.s problems and 
difficulties, then lyrically anticipated a child care- system 
not depend out upon FAP after 1973. A most sign if icant ' paragraph 
rcn-'.-'aled how far the child care system had come in a .year: 

"In short the job a lie ad is management - 
this ar.j learning, is something 

qualitatively different from simply • , • 
running an oj;o r a t i on a nd i m p 1 i o s 
changes at both higher and lower orders 
of detail. It emphasizes, a fundamental 
preoccupation with in.f ormat ion , one that 
ij?"' expressed structurally as well as' 
' personal ly . "1/ 



S ummar y of Findings ' 

The Summary of LiCD ' s finding-: have been organized into 
seven major categories in orde:?: to respond specifically to the 
questions posed by the Department of ileal th, Education and 
Welfare'/ which funded this study. To aid the reader, references 
to detailed findings and analyses have beeh included. 



A. How valid' v/cre the basic a'ssumptions of the 
clTiild care provisions of , the FAF legisl-txtion? 



Regardless of all other considerations of the FAP pretest , 
the fundamental^ c]^e-'stion , remained : VJere FAP eligibln parents 
either working or in training for employment because chi Id care 
service was available to them? 

Because there was no concommitant pretest of a FAP income 
maintenance systOT[\, Vermont's FAP .child care pretest was 
inadequate as a method for assessing the validity of " the basic ' 
cliild care assumptions in the legislation. 



IT Babbott, Joarf G. , M.D., Director, .Vermont Office of Child 
Development, Request for Refunding '1972, (Vermont to 
D/HEW) . Fiscal Year '72 p. 16. .. 
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A l.ot il. suatowidc FAP syst'^m might havi,' inciudixl job 
d. 1 opmunt. , placement and training as wei:]^^ as referral systoms 
-ind L am ily -centered records. . However, in the absence of such 
.1 tutal pr» i:est we looked for linkages between KAP eligible, 
family work/training aul.^ivities and their utilization oi the 
'^!-iy care service. For example, we learned that 37 of the . 50 
sanuilo sites surveyed were started after. October , 1970, i/ and 
^-.hat 2 0 of those .37 sites said they provided services to FAP 
children . ■ , • j ' ^ 

About 80% of . the parents interviewed had enrolled the>K. ^ 
children becaui^e they were workinq and an adiiitional WYt were" 
J n training. 

About .iO* C'f the working parents said th.ey had-^jbtained 
their jobs through a government program and 4 0 if of those named FAP. 

others said they obtained their jobs through such agencies as: 
WIN, Mainstream, the Department of Social Welfare, the Employment 
Service, flead' Start, the Vermont Civil Service and the State., 
Police. If any of the::'- jobs were a result of FAP referrals, 
the p a r e n t s . i n t o r V i. G wed' . d i. d not- .kno (,th^4:.^.., ,,.H pv/e ver, nearly half 
the parents interviewed said they h ad n o t 'bS b n ' ' nrjbTo'i''rsd >Uf.\f o e 
(.nroliing their children In day care.l/ ■ 

State billing, records showed payments for FAP day care services 
fcr 50 childror. m FY .1971 and 505 children in FY 1972-. Tlie billing 
roe-ords also showed that Title IV -A monies paid for 293 children 
i\\ FY 1971 arid G08 children in FY 1972.1/ - - 

Duo to the fact that^ only, a few of the parents "interviewed 
said they were "FAP" families, that most of the day care operators 
did not know how many of their families par ticipated in PAP, 
(See Chapter 2), and that mo^Jt of the 4-C' leaders did not know 
how many of their families participated in. FAP,. (see Chapter 5/. 
only the day -care^ bill ing ^records seemed tb link FAP. and Title 
IV-A resources with working parents' use of the day care ..sys teni . 
The Vermont FAp child care pretest, therefore, could not produce^ 
reliable assessment data re "'...the extent to which the ava i lab'ility 
of child care contributed- to increased labor force participation 
of FAP eligibles . . I'l/ because the basic concept was never tested. 
However, it seemed evident that working parents in Vermont 
used the day care services, which had been made aval lable . be*cause 
of the pretest's use of 1110, 1115 and Title IV-A monies^/ and, 
to that extent, the most basic assumption of the 'FAP legislation 
was" verified: that FAP eligible parents 'would' use public day ^care ■ 
services if they were available. 

17 When Vermont's Day^Care Unit began, supported ■ by 'FAP funds 
2/ Volume II, Chapter 2, People, pp. 196-211 
3/ , See Append ix.>D-2 for details, p. 384 

•4/ "Vermont Evaluation Objectives," Mary Siegel-, FAP, p. 9. . 
[/ See Glossary for detail^ 
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VJhat were the costs of administering the 
system and how could these be assessed? 



Shifts in administrative responsibility during FY 1971 and 
197 2^' contributed to inqpmpTete and inadequate information about 
rev,6nuos and expenditures at -the state level-. From available 
figures, it appeared tliat the Vermont "^day care system, in FY 
197][^spent an estimated $530 /028.00 broken down as follows: . 



Child Care Sepvices; 
Title IV-A 

FAP • ^ . 

Food: 

Reimbursements 
Surplus Commodities 

■•jZyclnTinistration ; 

FAK^CJti^ild .Care B-lanning 
Day Care ,Adrai,-nistration 



$ 21p,000. 1/ 

28 ,602. 
$ 238 ,6Q2. .. 

$ 55,038. 
■ (19,376 J 2/ 
$ -74,414 



15,232.1/ 
101,780.1 / 

>2i:7Vtfi:'2'":'-^^'- 



Total 



Y 



$.63^/577. 



- ^5ew'■p'rogram start up costs probably accounted for at least 
$165,232.00 of the administrative portion which left approximately 
$51,780.00 ,for dirject administration of the day care system by 
^the Day Care Unit,.' ' . . . ■ . ' 

' ' * • ■ ' » " ' ' ■• ' " ' 

XT estimated tptal derived from 25% state and local . ^ 
matching . share . 

2/ equivalent dollar value. ; .' , . "* 

3_/ includes 20% of Baseline Survey -Costs to Mathematica, Inc. 

4/- includes »*$50 , o!oO . 00 training and- technical assi-^ance 
contract with Thiokol Corporation. 



Chapter 2, i^lpne^ and Chapter 3, Control s describe money 
management factors which impacted on the day care system. In 
the abse^nce of more reliable information than vas' availablov 
to us during this study, it was not possible tc arrive at 
assessment of actual costs, either of delivering FAP day care 
or of measuring the system. 



C. To what extent w^;:e child care deliyery 
system variableB responsive to the needs 
of FAP eligible families? 



Child Care delivery system' variables were- defintsd as policies, 
procedures and resources used to make day care services available 
to FAP dlit^ible families. 

Overall,' t^e pretest appeared to demonstrate that Vermont 
parents v/ould use day care resources, i'f available ^ so they ^ * 
could take jobs or employinent for training. However', since 
there was little reliable datei from* the Vermont pretest to 
directly assoc iate ^ those working parents with^the FAP-related 
activities of the pr'fetest, we kntiw only thai: the FAP money 
brought day care to Vermont and some, expectations that,* it' jobs 
were available, welfare recipients, and other I9W income people who 
needed child care could go to'v/ork. " The planners . seemed to assume, 
however, that a statewide day care, system could be operated without 
considering • the detai Is* of service delivery . 

For example, one major issue remained unresolved: were all 
children eligible for day care being served?, The 88 parents 
.interviewed had a total of 223 children. Two hundred ton of 
them were of day care age. Of thfat .number , 133 were enrolled in 
day. care. The parents of the remaining 77 eligible children made 
other child care arrangements, with rel-atives or f riends. As a " 
result, at a meeting conducted by SOCDnear the close of this 
.study, day care operators ' expi;essed concer" that ^the "(current) 
funding "freeze" would force them to turn away "...school age . 
brothers and sisters" expected during the summer vacation from 
school, forcing mothers to drop their jobs to stay home with 
their childreh-.i/ ' ^ ' 

. As another example,' site operators and the 4-C 6rgani;:a t4.ons 
'saw their constituents as children, not; families. Accordingly, 
they did not maintain records with a tabulated summary of the 
eligibility status or activities of the families parti cipating in 
' their day care programs. ' 



Additionally > 'many of them said that . the fee schedule wajty"- 
not responsi^'o to t-he, {.parents' actual economic situat-iun ^J^T"^^- 
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^111 somo ca^p?-, rv' it: a hardsliip because tl:tj fetvs were based 
on qro.ss rav.r.pr than jk.-! incomo. 

One ij t !i. > ;i,vi J or cr i t ic i sin'- a t tack ed a b j .1']. i ny proced uro 
aseJumi>t ion Lh.xi*: incnmos did nut change and thatjiours of 
orap loyincnt W(jr i.- ^^Vons trant . 

By and iaf^^T^^.V'.4.•^^.>i^t ol: the parontF. surveyed sa\.d t,hey'V;ore 
sa t i «5 f i ed \v i t h 1 1 s o i: v i c e s their child r e n we re r cc c i. v i hq . .. 



' (V ^ . ' j 

i'o Wna^ (Extent was^tho op(.--rati nq t'yslon | 
an n^ip Iti'menta]::i.'iVri:. the ^ Oj^er a 1 1 (X'"'.s PI an? 1/ j 



■"---^ LICD us'' ;.i ^ hree_c-r^3-t cr J ;i m evaluaiincj the via:', liiry of 
Lhr; V'cnTiojTt__a>r-^ Plan : 

.1. To ■.-.•jat extent did it oxprcss a systemati^v ^-.^ 
-. proeosr Lor organizing and operating FAP • i^^^ 
day 1 -are service programs on a statewide basi s? 

■ 2 . To wl"! a t extent did it r'e 1" ] er t c omp I. i a nee 

with Federal Interagency Day Care Require- '-y^-, 
■ ments pursuant to. Sec*, 522(d) EOA , ]9t3? 

'3. To what extent' di'l it refir-ct c'or.pl ianc? 
with the contractual agreement between 
DHF>; and the State ' of Vermont to develop 
an Operations Plan? ' ^ 

As written, the P*Tan could have been tit.led "Operational 
rocpriimendati on;- for determining eligibility, referral and 
p'lacenent jnothoJs; , and. fee/cost systems of FAP child day care 
sarr' icos , " This would more accu;rateiy have identified its 
bou'^idar i las si rice it would be. extremely difficult fer someone 
Vc c^''terini-ne how and under whatj conditions a program- would 
o]x-rate once f ami lies -were declared eligible , referrals 
corr.pl e ted, and children placed in a day care prof;rari., 

■ . i ■ 

Throughouf. the Plan there appeared to be an unstated, 

underlying assumption that, criteria on eligibility, referral, 

'placomeut , fee?^ and payiaent would somehow assure that the right 

pieces would come together in support of quality day care 

objectives- with an appropriafe system to meet them. 

The Plan covered , in considerable detai 1 , methods for 
determining. FAP eligibility, referral and . placement of eligible 
children, and how to establish fees and cut-offs. It dici not 
tel\ how to • *! ' ' 



IT isee Chap. 1 , * . The Operations Plan : A Critique 
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(a) organi-zc, administer and operate 
daily activities, 

f' ' ■ 

(b) organize and implement staf f ing 
patterns (other tha^n a recommondod 
staff-child ratio) , - ^ 

(c) conduct* community ^involvement and par (nit 
participation activities , » 

(d) develop^ and utilize an information system , 

(e) develop and utilize necessary support , • 
services , 

(f) monitor and evaluate program quality.. 

Throughout, operational details focused on'rcferral, / 
eligibility and fee systems with little or no attention^, to tV.e 
content or the nature of day care services. 

The operational system then, was merely a skeletal outline which 
expected the reader to either invent "benchmark data" indicators, 
consult with local Child Care Unit .staff to develop a recording 
system, eliminate the recommended procedure for some other ^valuation 
scheme, or use the C & D- forms in 'Appendix B if available. The 
operations plan, in general, contained ideas and categories for 
inquiry or process but no implementation system. 

There was a pattern of presenting a method/ backed ..up. by some 
form of assumption and/or justification, but no prescriptive . action 
on how to implement whatever that choice .might be. 

The Operations Plan appeared to be a'* series .of recommendations 
and descriptions of some on-going efforts to establish a basis for 
a workable plan. Its wrap-up paragraph supports the observation 
that we were i;c^ading a proposal from- which guidelines could be 
generated . . ' 

Overall, it appeared that the Operations' Plan could not be 
implemented as a day care delivery system because it" did not 
provide a statewide basis for dealing with day-to-day 
operating experiences. Except in the Bur lingtofi-Morr i svi 1 le area 
where specific policies and procedures" were developed to link day 
care with the other' FAP services, the Plan remained a statement of 
hopeful intentions and' fiscal controls rather than a blue-print for 
action , 

The missing ingredient, in the Operations Plan. was a format for 
human interaction — the process by which information could be shared, 
decisions! ma^de" and actions taken. 



E. "How well" and "how quickly" did the -oporatincj 
system work to attain the protest objective 
of a statewide delivery system to ],-)rovide 
. "stable, quality child care for FAP 
eligible families?" 



All Cj. the study findings pointed to deficiencies in 
"how v/e.ll' the system provided "stable, quality day care." It 
seemed that the need to ''quickly" set the progi(9m in place and 
\mt children into. day care facilities took precedence over the 
services th^ children were to receive, once they got there. What 
was needed were general policies and conceptual foundations upon 
which structure and operating procedures could be built, each 
appropriate to meet the needs or solve the problems of the people 
involved - rather than someone's .idea of a "mqdi^l" v/hich could 
be packaged and marketed as if it were cheese. 

Along other lifies, the word "system" seemed to develop 
shades ot meap ing (is . the work progressed. LICD -^aff assumed 
that the use of the v/ord in the program's titlei/ explicitly 
rc:iuired the development of an operational mechanism which 
would deliver child care services to FAP eligible persons. 
Yet, the only parts of the total "Child Care Service System" 
which were precisely detailed had to do with, the economic 
as[)Octs of the whole, c . g e lig ibil i ty requirements , fee 
collection, rate setting anii billing procedures. A child care 
delivery ' system v;h'ih assumed that services would be provided 
because "optional" types of services were "suggested" could 
hardly be called a service delivery system. The missing 
ingredients could have included; 

(a) an updated accurate inveritory of all 
.iva i I'ablc statewide day care resources .- 
includ ing supportive services ; 

(b) a viable information system to relay the 
s^ ^me facts about day care including 
referrals, to all persons involved at the 
state, 4 -C and site levels; 

(c) a centralized mechanism for assisting FAP 
eligible families to learn about the 
program, part-ieipate in the pr^aram and 

to recei.ve whatever acjvlce or consultation 
they needed to make best use of the program 



\l/ Vermont Model FAP ClUld Care Service System 
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(d) a simiJle' and comprehensible set of child 
care standards wliich applied to all 
providers of day care. service and- could 
be monitored and enforced in a systematic 
way; 'and ? i 

(e) a tiered mechr-inism for decision-making 
whicli could have made it possible to 
receive input from various levels of the 
statewide system, as appropriate, and 
could have been part of a built-in 
evaluation system.^/ 



What were the state and local factors which 
facilitated or inhibited deJ iv,ery oi "stable, 
quality child care service. " 



Facilitating- factors included: 

• Ve rmont Day Ca r e Licensing Procedure . Despite 
its problems -vKth not enough staff, it provided" 
a good foundati.on for building a stable, quality 

* day care system. ' *" 

• 4-C concept . With its focus on chil-d development , 
it helped facilitate the establishment of 

a q\iaiity day care service by off-setting 
'the heavy emphasis on money management and 
eligibility requirements placed, on the 
operators by the state . ' 

" • Individual creative energ i es. Ta'lc?nted people - 

developed new ways of doinq things at all leVels. 
In several cases, their energies were directed to 
the development and operation of a quality day care 
service despite federal and state guidelines and 
procedures which were directed toward' economic 
objectives only. • .' 

o Vermont's candor 'and informality . The people ' s 
concern for children and welfare reform combined 
with a willingness • and flexibility to shift 
gears frequently as necessary, contributed to 
the promise of a quality.^day eare system . 



U se of the Federal Interagency Day Car.e Requirement s 
They provided standards and the ingredients for a 
quality day care service. VJhile Vermont needed to 
build a system in-order to comply withi,them, the" 



^ ^.iciubcring that decisions require information, see ( b ) 



'ivoquiroinonts could be used as a basi c policy 
qui dc in structuring a clii Id -centered delivery 



• • ^J<^ '?ness . Vermont* h<nd the opportunity to 

start a new program from scratch without the 
kind of baggage whicli comes. from doing things 
''the right (or v;rong) way" for years . 

" J nhi biting factors included ; 

• No income ma intenaiicc pretest . The day care 
4 systc';m was originally conceived as part of 

a larger pretest and suffered from a ttemp tincj 
to live wi.th the constraints imposed by the 
FAP concept withou t , at the same t ime , 
havinq tlio advantag^js of its potential benefits . 

• "No one in charge" . Shifts .of personnel and 
agency responsibility , combined with i nadequate 
information and decision-making processes, 
created the impress i on that no one wa s in 
cliarge v/hen -answers v;ere hard to get or were 
unsatisfactory; further compounded by 
passing decision-making to the 4-C and 
operating levels without a framework, of 
statewide policies- 



• Funding insecurity . The tentative nature of a pretest' 



yj^^rfTi its dependence on temporary "Special Projects 
Funds" created an atmosphere of i^nsecnr :i ^'>^:ch 
permeated the program at everv- level , but hit 
hardes-t at low-income care- provider s . 

• Economic emphasis . The heavy emphasis on FAP 
f iscal controls distorted the overall design 

of the system and created unnecessary obstacles 
which delayed its development. 

• ^^^ri^Gal ist ic eligibility requirements and rei m bursemen t 
rates . These FAP requirements became a device to 
screeni out rather than screen in clientele because 
they considered nei.thcr net incorr.e nor actual costs 

of providing the service even though the state was 
required ^to comply with the Feder*al Interagency Day 
Care Requirement^: standards of serv ice ^ 

• Separation of planning and operations. 
The FAP versus quality child care schism 
was exemplified in the physical separation 
of. the FAP Planning staff from the Day Care 
Operations staff . The log ical outcome 

of that sectarian rel5|.tionship was a two- 
track day care system which tried to provide 
a difficult and expensive human service 




) 



v/l)i]n cU,'pcndont upon niultip.l.t^ f uncling sourcos . 
WKiuii v;cro dcsi«::':o(i I'or ol:)-or purjjoBos. 

av-Tr<.'C'd ^ Vr-rmont". was to ^nrofluc- 

ni'»de] pi a:: as an iniplenK'ntnl device Tor 

or^uni nij aruJ up€>ratincj a statewidci day care 

sysi.eni.for FAP cJicjible families. 'J'he plan, 

liowi^v^T , proved to be an excellent exposition 

V I FAI' oLjectivcs without .the i^ecessary elements 

lov attainincj child care objecU.ves. ^ ^- 



• Jm.-xper lence wi'th federal relations. State 



of 



level docis^ion-makers ■ were , for tiie 
most par t i r^Qxperienced in tlie wavs 
I ederal-sta te relations so that some 
federal decisions or requirements that miaht 
liave been challenged or modified {as being of 
dues t ion :it i u benefit to Vermont) were, accep ted 
as' inevi tabic, regardless of their consequences - 



>:o information system . Crisis manage- 
mejit was one outarov.'th of the 

lack of i nf ormat ion "whicli had a ripple effect 
on all aspects of the pretest. No machinery 
v,as developed to collect, select, store, 
use and distribute information for decisions 
or aption. Without appropriate information, 
•there was no way to . anticipate j^roblems , 
evaluate actions or assess the consequent:es of 
policy decisions- Training and technical 
assistance, as information disseminating 
methods, should h-ave beeru integ-ral elements 
of a statev/ide information netv;ork. 



• Top-down decisioi:is . 



Crucial policy 

werp made in V.'asliinqton 
stated FAP objective to encourage 
local option . In analy z ing Vermont ' s 
processes , i t seemed tha t 

decisions (e.g., adding 
reduced f undi ng leve 1 ) were 
4-Cs and sites v/hile 

(e.g., adult-child -ratios) 



decisions 
despite a 
state and 
deci sion-maki ng 
t|i fficu.lt actio 
children v/ith e"" 
transferred to the 
^conceptual -abstractions 
and critical funding decisions were m.ade by 
state and federal officials without feedback 
from' the field . 



\ 
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G . VJhat were the 1:- r o a d { ) r o b I. cm areas and the 
specific problems of the oj^erating system? 
V/lia t v/ore the ir causes and liow could they 
be prevented? 



The broad. problem areas v/ere Information, Decision-making, 
Contro -S and Use of Posources, especially the use of people, 
moni-'V, the 4-C mechanism and supportive resources . 1./ Each 
of these i s summarized br ief ly be! ow . 

1. Information ^ 

Information is the most essential ingredient of any system 
and had the lowest priority in Vermont's pretest. Over and 
over again, all sorts of probl-ems could be traced to the ^ 
absence of reliable, timely, useful information about nearly 
every subject- 

Because of the special importance of information as central 
to the day e^aro system, the LICD inves'tiga t ion focused on how 
information was obtained, selected, stored, used and disseminated. 
Starting with the Base-line Survey ,'2^/ Vermont attempted to 
collect informeition about day care needs and resources. 
Kxcopt for the field data collection related to the Mathematica 
fatudy, ho\*/cver , we learned that dec i s ion -maker s did not 
systematically attempt to obtain information from the field 
until v/ell into the, second year of ^he pretest. Feedback 
information would have been useful not only for obtaining 
current assessments of client needs and resource inventories, 
but, equally important, it could have been useful in dstermining 
how^ v/ell the system was working. Most of the regular feedback 
from sites to 4-C to state consisted of complaints or crises 
which needed immediate actipn, but no central record was kept 
of such transactions eithr.-r for operating decisions or for 
long-range planning . i 

For example, iiieid people at tlie state level each worked 
independently and kept their own records and files. At the 
same time, 4-C comi^ittoo:^ did not maintain records with a 
tabulated summary of the el ig ibility status of the f amil ies 
part icipat ing in ti* e ir day care programs . 

"~ This lack of specific data may have stemmed from a feeling 
that the eligibility status of day care families was not a 
4-C responsibility, or it may have reflected the absencji of 



V/ See Chapters 2-8 ir. Vol. II for detailed analysis of findings. 

2/' Ma t hema t i c a , I n'^c . , " dmily Assista rf re P rogr am Planning Paper s , 
Volume V. Reports on the Baseline Survey and Cost Pro j ect i"ons 
March, 1971. ^ ' ... ■ 
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a statewide information system useful to the 4~Cs as a planning 
and evaluation tool to help gauge the extent of the 4-C impact 
on tho,FAP and Title IV-A target population. 

Recognizing the problem, Vermont OCD , early in FY 1972, 
began tQ develop a formal management information system which 
was still in the trial and error stage during the 'closing 
period of the LICD study. However, ne 4-C leader complained 

that "they did not understand" OCD forms #101,, 102 and 103 and had , ^ 

been waiting for "someone from OCD to explain them." This leader 
said that once they understood these forms, they would "know the f 
information you are asking for."!./ 

Data Kept by the day care operators also .reflected a* lack 
of uniformity in record-keeping and reporting. Expenditure and 
income records were seen as "most useful" to the operators, but 
were not centrally " collected or used for area-wide or statewide 
decisions, and not all the required records, were useful. For 
example, the food servrce reimbursement program required that 
highly detailed control records be maintained at each site for 
at least three years, under Department of Agriculture regulations. 
LICD staff could find no rationale for the method used to control 
eood services at the operating level, particularly since no., one 
in Vermont was interviewed with responsibility for reviewing 
them or using hhem.^rWp were told, however ,■ that "someone from 
, the' Department of Agr:jfculture once looked at a center's records." 
Control of surplus Commodities requ ired 'records which provided ' ^ 

specific information to show dates and anr.ounts of commodities^ 
received, how much of each commodity was "used during the month, 
and the balance on hand at the close of each r'feporting period. 

We received the general impression of a one way information 
system, top down with no method to test whether or not th'^ . "message " 
had been , received , understood or correctly applied. ' For example , 
some sites consistently submitted incomplete or inaccurate billing 
.reports, but we found no evidence of a system to collect information 
to identify- the source of the problems. At another level ,. several 
state offipials each thought another of them exercised day care 
budget control when, in fact, no one did. At the.same time, site 
level people were expected to comply with complicated regulations on 
the faulty assumption that" they had copies of them,^had read'and - 
understood them', knew what to do in order to comply with them,, or ^ . 
knew where to turn for assistance. 

The point here is that there was no systematic flow of 
information 'which could be tapped and adjusted. as needed. Many 
of the problems wliich seemed to defy resolution, when traced to *^ 

IT See ABpendi>i 0. Dal:~Collection for The Office of Child" * 

Development . • These were the inslTructions for- the Vermont ■ ^ .. 
OCD Management Information System. 
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their source, revealed that information was missincj, was 
incomplete , was incomprehensive , was inaccurate or was late . 
Consequently, some 4-C leaders and site operators attempted 
to develop policies and procedures to meet their own needs for 
firm statements of fact, whether or' not tliey meshed* with "official" 
positions . 

In the absence ^of official guidelines and policies , one 
4-C leader began to write a step-by-step procedure for organizing 
and developing a 4-C Day Care program, then discontinued the 
effort when the State OCD staff said they were developing such 
a manual. One 4-C was developing functional forms to be used 
for specific 4-C activities and functions. Another 4-C had 
developed a verbal procedure for determining eligibility, 
billing , reimbursement ^and sice approval . Still another 4-C 

^.tli^eloped a "Caretaker checklist, out of the necessity to 
create order out of chaos , " and because it helped the 4-C staff 

\"to jprovide information to upgrade the quality of care." Another 
4-C/developed a^ new face' sheet for the monthly billing, designed 
tf:fmeet its need for health and billii.g recordf;. 

Overall, the Vermont referral system was so informal that 
referrals depended on personal knowledge' of available resources and 
ability --to obtain them. In only, a few situations were forms used. 

There was no uniform procedure which all day care directors 
followed in certifying the eligibility of -J^ay care families. 
Without adeauate information-, instruction and technical assistance, 
it was unrealistic for planners to expect day care providers 
tcT handle the certification of eligibility. 

It is interesting to note that both the day care directors 
and state officials who had helped the operators with eligibility 
and fee computation reports isolated the major problem as 
"interpretation of the rules". ^. 

As further evidence of the pervasive nature of this problem/ 
correspondence from state to federal of^'icials sometimes contained 
the .same pleas for "urgent decisions" oi. policy matters that appeared 
in correspondence from 4-C leaders- to the state. Long lists of 
questions needing answers moved back and fort>h from Montpelier 
to Washington as the need for information grew in direct proportion 
■ to the complexities of the program. Stridency came through 
ijcpccasionally as patience wore thin from long delayed responses, 
<Brom Washington to Vermont and on down the line. 

Semantics presented some problems, too. Unlicensed day care 
sites w^re called "Caretakers" in Vermont, but some of them 
were ccmfused with-satellite homes and ot'^er types of licensed 
homes- Nearly everyone at the state and 4-C level referred to ^ 
.day care facilities ' as "centers", further confusing communications- 
because of the several distinctive categories of day care providers 
which included two types of centers, one of them licensed for 
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thirty or more children anc^ the other licensed for less than ' 
thirty children. In order to handle these distinctions, LICD 
consistently identified all day care providers as "sites." 

Another source of anxiety among p'^ersons involved in the 
Vermont day care system was speculative information about pending 
national legislation. LICD investigators wore asked about various 
proposed amendments and bills concerning welfare i;ia^^53?fn and child 
care by nearly half the persons surveyed. We also noted that 
•certain state officials, toward the close of our study, had begun 
to receive d0ily copies of the Congressional Record ,- another 
manifestation of grow'^ng interest in national affairs and their 
potential implications fo: Vermont. 

^ ■ " ' ■ . 

LICD findings verified the. importance, and impact of Vermt^nt's 
information processes/on "how well" the day care system operated. 
There was no part of /the system unaffected by the availability or 
absence of accurate/ timely, useful information/ but some elements 
of the system were more- dependent on information and hence more 
visibly affected; such as compliance enforcement and decision- 
making. Vermont's movement toward automation and a management 
information system indicated an awareness of the problem. 

The state's characteristic informality .could have been an 
important feedback asset ifi used as an integral eleinen't of a 
statewide information system. LICD's use of the question, "If . 
you had the power, how would you change the day care system?" 
demonstrated the value of providing an opportunity for the 
real experts--the people who were the systein--to be heard. 

In an age of dependence on bureaucratic machinery, Vermont's 
informality was refreshing. But LICD staff observed the transfor- 
mation of some* state staff from relatively easy-going and optimistic 
goal-centered folks to .nore traditional, cautious state officials 
in less than a year. 

In our judgment, both the lack of reliable shared information 
and of a human interaction system to Systematically share resp<3n- 
sibilities and tasks probably contributed most heavily to the 
result . 

Experience has demonstrated that when there is a. void in the 
system, such as a lack of readily available information in a 
useful form, mistrust, suspicion and conflicts develop. The well- 
worn credibility gap is one other consequence. Freedom of 
informality is possible only when people trust one another because 
they know wh'at is expected of .them and have a pretty, clear 
understanding of- their roles and responsibilities in relation to ■ 
one another. Reliable information is the ■ foundation of such trust. 

As evidence of its sensitivity to the problem, th^ SOCD 's 
FY 1973 funding proposal included several new positions which vcarried 
the promise of capability to deal with information systems questions. 
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2. Decision-making ' 

Decision making in the F/vP day care pretest was usually 
top-down with respect to every aspect of importance except 
parental option to select the day care providers of tlieir 
choice. Even then , unless alteri.at ive sites were . available 
and readily accesi*;ible,, tiiat option, too, m^iy have been 
illusory. 

*' t 

At the some.timts; certain policy questions' which could 
only be decided a*t the* state level were left either unresolved 
or uncommunicated while regional 4-Cs and day care providers 
groped for. answers, took action, on their own or quietly 
gave tip. 

In general, LICD investigators' found sJignif leant 
dissaciiivf action with the decision-making process ut every level 
of inquiry. There was frustration over a lack of specific and 
timely answers to operating as well as policy questions. This 
iprqblem touched people everywhere in the program, from federal 
through state to''4-C and day care sites. In some cases, we 
found that decisions had been made but had not been adequately 
communicated In most cases , however , decisions could not 
be identified f:^rmly so that they could be a^ted upon,- partic- 
ularly at the\4-C and site levels. 

Parent paVticipation in decision^making, an avowed 
objective in the HEW/Vermont contract, waa built into the 
Operations Plan' as representation on advisory and policy boards, 
with some appeals pr.ocedures for parents (and others) with 
grievances overvequitable representation. The data show, 
however , that most parent involvement however ' limited , resulted 
from interaction .v;ith_operators. and staff at the sites and 
Somewhat less freqiiently through formally structured boards. 
This finding points to the need to reassess prevailing 
percept-ions of parent involvement and to encourage such 
activities to evolve in ways best suited to the parents. 

In summary, then, decisions were made at every level by 
everyone in the system, with greater lesser consequences. 
In the absence of useful information, miiny operating decisions 
were responses to crises. And .there was no evidence of. 
systematic decision-making which sought and considered 
information from the field. 

Starting with the Operations Plan , the Vermont F.AP day 
care rogram was i.tself a response to decisions made in 
Washington-- understandably , since \the purpose of the whole 
exercise was to test the -validity bf some basic assumptions in 
proposed federal welfare reform legislation.. One of tliose 
assumptions was that making money availV.ble for child care 
(with minin\um restraints on its use and maximum restraints on 
eligibility and amounts) would quickly produce enough "satis- 
factory" day care to meet programmatic needs. .Consistent with 
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that assumption! Therefore, decisions v^ere made by Vermont 
state officials who may have underestimated the impact of 
those decisions pn the people most af footed: the 4-C 
Committees, day c£irG provider s cqmn\unity-at-largG and day 
care consumers — parents and children. In this context, the 
absence of. a decision jnay have been even more significant 
than an articulated decision since LICD findings substantially 
supported the notion that "no one was in charge." 

However, the data disclosed not so much that "no one" was in 
charge of anything, but rather .that someone was In charge of 
economic FAP-related policy decisions while no one seemed to 
be in charge of day care service delivery decisions. 
That dicho-tomous aspect of the" pretest had - an enormous 
impact on the character of Vermont *s lopsided day care system, 
and accounted for much of what "went wrong." 

When, faced v;ith choosing among alternatives such as 
reducing the number of children, reducing the quality of 
service or losing money, day care providers looked to the ■ 
state for policy decisions and received exhortations "...to 
handle those kinds of decisions at their own .level. 

■ * ■ 

One major policy decision which remained unresolved at 
the close of our study concerned the need for a'^def in:' tion of 
"stable, quality child care." Vermont's attempt, at program 
equality assessment in April, 1972, resulted in a' formal report^/ 
"which did not provide enough information to be useful, primar- 
, ily because of the unrealistic constraints placed upon the 
state staff by HEW. ±f 

Vermont OCD will limit its assessment of 
the FAP day care program to the following 
.question: Is the day care site m.eeting 
the minimum' standards identified in the 
g'.ederal interagency Day Care. Requirement s 
' ""^issued -in 1968? ^^7 

■ The report is, on the whole , stilf -explanatory .. It reveals 

the difficulties encountered by Vermont staff in follov/ing the 
rigid specifications laid down on them. The introduction 
also reflects disappointment with a methodology which did not 
.produce much substantJ.ve information about program quality.* 



\J See Appendix R-1 

2J See Appendix P 

\/ See Chapter 4, Controls pp. 258-261 

1/ Program Quality Assessment, Working O utline, January 14, 1972 




6n the otlier hand, since it was a Vermont staff decision 

to use the FIADCR format and phraseology, it seems unrealistic 

to find "fault witli that document for its "lack of clarity" or 

"vagueness. " * 
\ 

Re^jardless , evaluation is not a test to be "passed or 
failed," it is a ' management too l which gathers data regarding 
proc ess ^ntl product of a program in order to affect decision 
i nak Hig . \In other words, evaluation attempts to measure how 
efficiently and ^^f f ectively an organizationa 1 system moves ' 
toward *its end results and hov; well it actually does accomplish 
those resu^lts. 

Therefore, in the judgment of LICD staff evaluators, the 
information gleaned from the FIADCR compliance "test" was 
inadequate for purposes of determining achievement of program 
quality. In fact,, the li:ni£ations of the technique did not 
even produce meaningful information about FIADCR compliance 
for. the reasons given in the report. 

By testing compliance with FIADCR in^ this way, no assessment 
was made of the extent to which the FIADCR standards were known . 
and understood by the persons* surveyed. Nor was ther^ an 
attempt to evaluate the state's efforts in ' establishing , pi^O"* 
moting and monitoring compliance with those standards. 

The test resultT;, therefore, present a flatly negative viev.of 
certain conditions without adequate explanation of how or why 
those conditions exi^ii^' ! More importantly^ the^results tell us 
nothing about the^fnpact of the" prograir* on the children served, 
a rather signifiiffant oversight for a day care program quality 
assessment. >^ o ■• 

.In^ ^y Care . Nightmare , Patricia Bourne and her staff made 
the.^ pjvfnt TrT another^ way : "Public regulations set the ingredients, 
for^^success (i.e. , high quality day care) we do not .know whether 
tirese ingredients ar^-^-either necessary or sufficient to the 
^conditions for success" ]V "...froii the point of view of the 
child , programs having x , y , z characteristics are the input ■ 
and th*e effectiveness of this input must, from the child's poir.t 
of view, be measured in terms of its effectiveness in meeting 
his needs. 

"2/ ".. .Measuring the ratio of adults to children is 
straightforward and comfortable; measuring the development of a 
child's s"ense of compeiTence and sense of self is very, very 
diflicult. 3/ ^ / 



, 1/ Day Care Nightmare — a child c entered vipw of child car e-- 

by Patricia G. Bourne, Elliott A. Medrich, Louis Stcadwell , . 
Donald Barr , February ,. 1971 , p. 59 



2/ Ibid p. 47 

y Ibidr p. 60 , 



0 



— Ah - i 

.5 . Loiitrc) Is ^ } 

Vermont's problcmii with control factor^^ rosul'led from its 
/jttompt:s to 'adnpii o loose, liQmanistic informal styJ.o to tl\c 
nocci for precise compliance with lecjol rcciuircments . . ' 

The exercise of control or enforcement rests upon the 
assumption that the rules are known and. understood. 

Vermont day carp -providers -tvcre expected to comply with 
federal /tnd state retjulations and requirgmeiits despite the 
absence of an information system and. the lack of a clearly 
■defined delivery system. Only the state lict^nsincj process could 
be sharply identified as a tanrjil/lo contirol mecheinism.' 

Throuqh a vc*ricty .,of documents, an attempt was mado. tq 
impose controls vertically from feder.al to state, and 'then to 
area 4-C orqanizat ions and to day care sites. 

In order to evaluate this aspect, of Vermont ' s day care 
operations', LICD staff investiqated six obvio'.us areas of. 
control : , * * . ' 

* ■ 

• PAP and Title IV- A rules, as' enunc iated 

in the JIKW/Vermont Contract, the , Operations 
Plan, the FAP Interim Guidelines and 
Operatinq Procedures and. other related 
federal and state documents; ■ 

• Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements; " 

• ■ Vermont state licensinq policies and ■' 
.' procedures; 

^ • Vermont day care contracts compliance; ■ 

• Vermont day care budget control; and ' 

• Vermont day^lTS^re program quality control 

C hi3."l-Adult Ratios . 

Vermont's PAP day care pretest emphasiiied two major areas 
of control, money and child-adult ratios. Of these, the latter 
)>ec>ime the most important eltjment dr'awn from the Federal Inter- 
aciencv Day Care Reguiremt^nts . 

Compliance with child-adult ratios was difficu-^t to gauqe 
because of the fluid nature of tjie A^ar'iables taken into 
consideration. These included: , • 
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(a/.) Ch i \'\ at: t endanc e. Identification of onrollees a}--; full 
time or 'part [■ ir\-i varied widely in the absence of state statndards 
whi'ch cl'.;arly identified these ca tl^qor ics . Vve found that children 
were ident i f i "d as^full tine cnrollees wh'b attended .anywhcrb 
f 1 jm five to ci dit 6r more hours a day, generally five days' a 
wetjk . Part t i rx ■ enrol lees attendance var ied from a couple of 
hours a day, once every week or two,, to foui" liours -[^er day, five 
days per week . Some chi Idren at tended sporadical ly , on an ^as- 
needed basi:9, :;omctimes full time, sometimes ^part time. 

( b . ) :^ i'. . if f^ at tendance . Similar problems existed in a 1 1 eni p t i. n g 
to compu t'. fji !. 1 or port time adu 1 1 at tendance , par t icular ly since 
volunteers- v>.;1T; included in the rat*'io. For example, In at tempt ijig to 
tab>:lato child-adult ratios, at the fifty £3ample sites, LlCD eval- 
ua^ors found Ihe data too unreliable to use, partijGiilar ly since 
Standard i^ec] at tendance records and rc])orts d id no^jpoxi st . 

(c.) Vol unteers , Volunteers were computed in the child- 
adult ratio and, as expected, had a fluctuating, attendance . Never- 
t.hG.1.ess, v;"^- found no- evidence of an attempt to grapple wit)i tliis 
issue, eithe-r in any of the' Vermont wo)"k or .even'^ in the Fe'loral 
Inte r ag ency D ay Care Requirements , which set forth the numerical ratios 
but stop ::hort of explaining how to achieve them. 

(d . ) .^Spe cial Prob lems Children who require more adult 
attention cause of ago, handicaps or other special considerations, 
presentof-i r.^i. io compliance problems. , At -the same time, staff 
capabilii/ :-.eemed either to reduce or to increase ratio problems, 
point inti v.', r,he importance of shared _ information , useful training 
o x pe r i" e no c.- s and variations in ii d u 1 1 roles a nd res pons ibilitics. 

( o . ) ": ctivitie s . Ra t i o s we re a T s o a f f ec t ed Jjy facilities, 
ot-ju: pmc:nt. p.nd supplies, since the -nature and type of child-adult / 
in teract. i 'jn and environmental factors were said to liave a bearing on 
the niiniLT.!.- of children each adult could successfully handle at any 
g iven t i mc . ' ' , - 

' \ Althojgh a child-staff ratio policy had been developed by the 
state OCD and approved by the HEVJ-OCD Project Officer in October of 
1971, i/ it seemed evident from the respqnses we received that the 
pciicy, as stated, either had not been implemented in the field or 
was inadcljuate to answer^ tlie complicated questions raised by 
operating staffs, •' 

Li censing , 

iiiggest complaint, of the" licensers was tjjelr inability to 
effectively do t ii e i r job duo to t ] h :■ 5; h o r t a g e of staff an d the 
resulting ,, increase in the workload. In addition, licensers 



l7~' Letter, from Joan 'G. Habbot't,'M. D. to Sam Granato, October 4, 
' 1971. ■ ' . 
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said there wns no tiaining such for tlw .st.nfr lo help th^-.n 
deal with proi:)lc-nis of' the sites. 

h cutback in ntaf f also im[;actcci the stato ' s nV^l lity do 
mo*" i tor si ton 'for compliance after a license was i:^sued. 
Never fchc loss , the Chief Licenser expressed a strong desire to 
move into compliance monitorinq. 

•Based on our : f indinc-fs-:; , it seemed evident that- the state 
licensing system did not build in a role for the 4 -C area 
conunittces at any step of the jn'ocoss , ■ dc^sp i to the shortacje 
of state staff and the need' to monitor for compliance, 

Tlie Caretak ers / « 

Start i.ny in 1966, state li e c n s i nq v;a s r cx] u 1 r ed of c v e r y 
Vermont facility v/hich .carea for children of more,^ than two 
families. This provision exempted some home care opera ui on 5^ 
w'n i ch o t ho rw i so ine t m i n imum chi Id c ar e standards. Ka r 1 y i n 

the pretest, there was considerable controversy over VA? reim- 
bursement of parental optional selection of thL^^>e unlicensed 
iiome facilicies. ' 

Witii respect" to its control implications, the Child Care 
service Contract clefined a "Vendor" as "a state licensed child 
care sel^'vice provider" "and a "caretaker" as: "...a child care 
service 'pro- i'der ilegally exempt from State of Vermont child 
care licensing regulations but required to meet minimum 
approval criteria; as set foi:th by the Office (of Child 
Development)"'. In paragrapli 9, the contract states: 

"The Corporation {4-C) shall arrange for child care services 
to be provided for eligible -.children by child care vendors 
licensed by the State of Vermont and in conformance with Federal 
Interagency Day Care Regulations or by- Corporation, and Office 
(SOCD) approved caretakers*..." " " . 

.^s written, this paragraph specif ideally excludes "caretaker" 
providers from compliance with fiederal Interagency Day Care 
Reuuirem.onts , despite the language of that document which re- 
quires unlicensed day care providers to "...meet the standards 
of licensing applicable in the State. "V 

The separation of "vendors" ' from "caretakers" raised serious 
questions of quality, control sirfce the Caretaker Appraisal 
Cr iter ia document2^/ was a statement of standards v;hich were not 
bui It Tn to a system to monitor for compliance, such as the 
licensing process, for example. 



1/ Op\_ Cit . p. 2 

2/ See Appendix D- 3 
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hudcjct Co ntr ol 

All of t]ie 4-C Child Care Service Contracts included 
categorical but3i,^ots but LICD staif found no systom of bvidcjct 
control. In the course of our invest icja t icn , v/e learned that 
bills for FAP and Title IV-A reimbursement were approved for 
payment at every level without reference to financial 
allocations by A-C area or contractna] st ip^u] ations . The only 
point of control v/as at the last step of the paNoiier.t" process 
when staff of the state treasurer verified the bank balance 
before signincj the reimbursement checks. This lack of li seal 
control meant there was no readily availai:jle information ^n 
how mucli was spent for what or wheri--or hov.' much was i^ lt, 
except in the big pot of money at the state trcar^ury. i'.o'^j^.v^ ■ l , 
state officials were aware of- the problem and had b'"':iun In 
develop a budget control system by April, 197 2, 

Policies and Procedures 

The use of form,s, guidelines and other instructional 
materials was anticipated i.M t-he Plan and later developed for 
opc; tiopiSp, LICD field di*ta, hov/evor , revealc?d c 0:1 fusion, 
ineffective use and inadequate understanding of many materials. 
For example, some state officials tended to' describe their 
guidelines as "clear-cut" and needing only to be "used pro]:jerly" 
to be effective. Some 4-C leaders and sil^rj^^perators , on- the 
other hand, complained of "complicated'^ and ^N^n f lict ing " 
instructions or of not getting "the right" inf orm'ation. when they 
needed it, especially official decisions. 

• Based on the 4-C responses to LICD questiojis, it appeared 
that SOCD had assumed respohsibility Cdr the development aad 
publication ot policies and procedures indthe 4-Cs had be-' 
come the interpreters of the law for the day care operators. 
It would also appear that the -pOl^jci^s v;ere not determined in 
any systemat~ic" fashion but v;cre sent out sporadically in 
memoranda which wt^re not uniform'ly ' received l^>y all^the 4-Cs. 
'i'hct i^\P Interim Guidelines issued by the State OCU on August 23, 
197i , wore the only published procedures, inessential ly , that 
document covered only eligibility and billing proct^dures 
and did not cover day care service deliver v. 

The Operations Plan di f fused administrative^ rospon- 
sibi 1 i Ly for decisions and implementation of FAI^ eligibility 
and fiscal controls among various jurisdiction:;, depending on 
W'hen parent/agency contact was established and the type' and 
love], of decis.ioij or action required. Problems of implementing 
v;h a t ma y be c o p. s i d e r e d .vt he mo k t d e t a*i. 1 od portions o f the Plan 
l^ecame apjjarent iii responses ta the LICD survey of State , 4-C , 



local site operators and consumers of chflTf day care .services. 
Despite the 'Plan's detail of what to do under certain 
circumstances, how to do it remained unclear at all level.s of 
planning and operation. 

LICD field data reflects confusion about both r i.^bur semen t 
and payment methods fro/n the point of determining v;hcn and hov; 
to calculate fees, to determi'ning dates for submittina bills 
for pa>Tnent. The oxt'ent of frustration with budget, .icc. anting 
and other control systems varied v;ith the bureaucratic level 
of one's job, levels of interagency communication, accuracy of 
information, and regional variation in 4-C day care site 
relationships. 

The tendency in the Operations Plan to stress local flex- 
ibility, while a strong point for potential expression of felt 
needs, w_as considered to be deterrent by some state policy 
makers who had anticipated compliance with "clear cut guidelines" 

' 4, Use of M'.^sources 

Regardless of all the other dimensions of Vermont's TAP 
day care pretest, what may turn.out to be a most significant 
factor was implied in the information that about half of the 
sample sites operated out of private homffis. Vermont's pretest 
challenged the assumption that quality child care was somehow 
related to centers or institutional facilities, ratlier than 
a prodiict-of human interaction and imaginative use of resources. 
If the Vermont experiment was disappointing to, some, that 
reaction may have been more a consequence of unrealized potential 
than imporfcct achievement. 

People • ■> 

Cons ide ring people to be the .most important resource o f the 
day care system, LICD staff wanted to learn who they were, what 
they did and how they perceived themselves and one another in 
relation to getting the job. dOnc: providing child care for 
FAP eligible families. ■ 

^ This line of incjuiry. provided information about personal 
character i stoics , levels of experience and education ,^ roles , 
rolat ionsiiips , decision-making, information processes, 
tochnrca.l assistar\ce and training. ^ 

State staff said they were responsible for planning , 
organizing, assisting and administering the Vermont day care 
program . These responsibilities included developing and promul- 
gating .polic.fes and procedures, allocating: resources, estab- 
lishin'g" fiscal and managerial, controls , establishing' program 
quality standards and compliance mechanisms such as licensing 
and providing support services such as technical assistance and 
training . ■ * 
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All otlujf _;jf.jo|> 1 < ' .i.n LIk-, h-y'.)to:\\ \-:':t<- ]-('\'-,r:ons i.l.J t: for Ir/ip.q . 
Lo find v;ays tc) 'U'L t..iu^ job dom:!* 'l-'hc- i.i<.:opi*j at. t:hc si. Ik.*^^ wore 
faced with Lhn doul^lc-bar relied task of tarjntj for civildren 
v/l^ilo mcHjti. nq the 5:;tandards of program and accoiinl:a!:>i li t:y i.in- 
■.joi'j('(3. fru!h cihovn . It musL be noLcd iiore tih.al: all of- the 
cju i de 1 ine-s , roqulations and admi.nisJtrat: i.ve machinery reached 
their final destination at the sites. 

Althouqh the^ j^(~:cd /or training at all leveli^ was articulated 
ref'ea tc^fll y in all tht? official documents, LTCD staff found no 
<..vi fie lice of a L;tatcv/ido training plan for state, and site 

::tarfr:, l)oards or i^a rents. The state's contract with Tliiokol 
had rc-sult('fl in a trainirnj procjram for state, 4-C and head 
Start staffs early in the pj'ogram.V Any additional training 
v.'as provided by throe state trainers who cov<::i;^^d the statv 
and attf^nipted to assess and meet training hotels as .thc^y pi.^rceived 
tht'itu 'j'raining v.'as also provided by the state ' s program 
develojjers in administrative areas such as certification of 
[*roqram.s, and a few used a university, tr.iining organisation 
or local public or private ag enemies. LlCD's findings revealed 
that maiiy' innovative energies geiierated at the local level 
v;ere contained at that level. While some people witii good ideas 
savj them )nit into action, there v.'as little attempt on H-OCIV s 
j;art tc^ channel these energies as innovative resources to the 
day care system. 

! lo nely 

VJhile Vermont spent substantial time and -effort on establishing 
and enforcing compliance v;ith the rate schedules, LICO data 
shov; that considerably loss attention was given to expenditure 
and accountability matters. V?ith fev; exceptions, most state 
and 4-C personnel shared one . cliaracteristic in common-- the 
inability to provide accurate revenue and expenditure figures 
upon request. LICD findings reflect that phenomena and include 
financial information obtained at interviews and pieced together. 

Most of the 4-C leaders were not able to provide detailed 
information about their income and expenditures. Each 4-C' 
maintained separate records for FAP, Title lV-A,'and Parent 
Toes but:' most of them had nb record of ^ their day care sites' 
income or expenditures, even through many said that the sites 
were "losing money" and needed more funds. 

As the LICD investigation drew tola close* in May, 1972, 
Vermont nev;spapers reported angry meetings between state 
officials and representatives of 4 C and day care providers who 
olDjocted to projected budget cuts plus the transfer of 900 
additional children from the Wel/dro Department ' s rolls to 
day care, and their apparent ^nabilitY to influence these ^ 
dijcisions. As the day care pretest neared the close of its 
second year, state officials announced that all Title 1^/-A 

• - c___ 

1/ See pp. 121-12 5 



^•<-:^i::H;ii 1 t i ; :; , ( t ( ; r-. ■ ■ 1 1 -l-t' :;) ralJur Umii only U 1,/:^': 

winch ha(.i liccn inal.cluHl Iry i;! ]/2: Iron [-he sLitr's a.MTora I fiinc^. 

i 

'■-U' a orr.icials v;cro aJ.so '.vr-r r i v^d ,ih()uL financMna a 
:jt:.i L(.}v.'ic].^ r}ny cai-(^ proyrani w.i t:I:it^ut_ Lh-.- i a 1 fund:;, v.'Mcli tuui 

b(.:f'n 'nKad-.; ■ a'.M i labl.v^ for tlio i-'M^ j >r. 'ti::U At a m^iM. i iki ■. t!i 
•■I - C r I" c s r-i L a 1 1 v s and d a y c a r c; i > i > r a t (.^ y r. n n ;■ 1 a y 3 , 1 9 7 , . ^ • 

S'''Cr(;'ta ry.- o i Human S(.m'v icc^ .s , Vi i 1 1 i am Cc.v.v 1 . ^ , cxi'^ 1 71 i. iK>d 1; lu.' 

!](".> said iL i.s now cTtain tliat Kannly 
A s s i .s t a nc c\ Pi a n fund s , v; j 1 i c h v; i ] I 1: u nn > ■ ,1 
$960,0 00 Lnto the Day Car- oporaLion (c-v 
f iscal 1973, will (^nd July 1, \<yh\ , 
affoctinq alinf^st hall' of Ut,' children 
now sory-'d In Lhc proM rari . . j 

(a.) I3ud(jc l Ccn tro] . MC!^ Tiiidines pfdn^vd t:; ti:- Tad t!Mt- va 
fv'.'- person in t h^' f..^-',*" ha'' a-'-otal i r,i i n I <v. - r* ■ i •■ • ;-ar< 

r '. ■! V c n u Li £1 n d « j :■: t .\ nd i L u r c s . . 1 ' a y in 1 1 1 \-:v r t -ri y 1 j r r Vv^ i . v; i i h c u t r ■ 1 n ^ 
to contractual ap;>l u:a t i ons and any ^dcn r^.'yiM:'st Tea" f i.i^.aiic; i .5 [ 'lat.a' 
UP. iformly .s<:d: o.rr a r;''arcli throu(j.h vcc-'^nlr^ tha.t w< rr> nr^t -.i. i nc^i 
Cor ready rcd.r-it^val . 'l"ie- rjnly •-xci.ajt ictn to this occui^red i r; the 
D G [)a 1.- 1 iwv n t of. Kd u c 0 1 i o n ' s .^^ j jcc i a 1 00 d s e r^\' ice p r cm rain v.' h r * > t ) 1 • 
account:' clcrK who h.jPidled the day car(; foot: budc?ot kept accu!"ate 
U[)-datod records and 'Visily rc^ypcmded to all requofr3ts f'or in- 
formation. It should Jje not</d hi'rc tluat. t^^ie r-'^venue' 'and (■\\'pt*!id i. L u re- 
charts Tor fiscal yeer.s 1971 and 1 97 2 j^/ were pr(n:ared. ■.'or this 
report l^y LICD staff whf; pieccjd tlie i n l orma t i on toq ether from 
various s t) u r c c= s , w i. t h s [.m: c i a I 1 1 a 1 p f r o:n the S OC D P> u s i n e s s ^1 a n a ^' i c r . 

( b . ) ■ c'. s i c r r o c o f 1 u r . Pn sic' i > r o)j 1 ( j m s w i t h the billing 
procedure seemed to flov; from { 1 . ): ro ir-bursomcnt/pasT.teri t time ■ 
delays, (2.) inadequate understand inq of the billina procc-*dure and 
forms, ( 3 . ) it^icidegua te technical assistance and (4 . ) constantlv' 
changinfj forms and procedures. ^ 

The nost serious proble'sa the , 4-Cs sec-mcd to have witK the 
l^iiling time was not with late payments iDUt rather with tlie 
length of time.v/hich elapsed between".t-hG submi.ssiun of the 
bill by the operator and the receipt of reimbursement ■ at the 
site. According to the system, this time laq socmod unavoidable. 
A number of 4-Cs said they woulcU^pref er to have a direct grant 
to reduce tlic time lay. It was our understanding , howovor, that 
Rutland's direct grant contract raodel was not considered successful, 
v.'ou.ld not bo icenewcd and was not expected to be ropli-cated elsewhere 
in -Vermont. (This direct grant , originr.*lly scheduled to expire, 
in May, was extended to June 30, 19 7?.) 

T7 Monsarrat , Nick , "Day Care CentersAto .Get Less "Money, More 
Kids", Rutland Da i 1 y' Herald , May 4, 1972. See Appendix R-1 
for full reprint. «. 



2/ See Appendices C-1 and C-2. 



( c . } Al loc at: ions vs . Cos lis . ICD f i ml i ng s \' c r i f i o d 1 1 1 n t 
r c source a 1 l^^^-a on s wo r o i;n .sod on o s t iina tod costs of: c o r ta i .n 
catcgorioal o^t-^encli Luuos and could not: bo corrola-tiod wilih actun 1 
cosLs described in the dat i. The follov/ing list: includos co^^t 
factors which v;ero iiot accounted for -n Vermont's financial 
■planning for the day carc^ system: 

• overhead a dm i'n i s t r a t i. v o costs of p r o \m d- i n g t e i 
d a y c re f ood pr og ra m by t Ocpa r t nio n I; of 

] > d u c r". t i. o n and the S t a t o ' P u r c h a s i i"ig Division, 
Agei'.jy of Administration. 

• overlie ad administrative costs of process incj 
day care bills and pa^^ents by the Finance 
Department and State Treasury. 

• over lie ad administrative costs of provid inn legal 
services in the Of f ice of the /\t torney Genera 1 . 

• overhead administrative costs of supervising 
the day i:are program by the Agency of Human 
Services. 

•■ C o,n t ]: i b u t i o n s q f people, places a^n d things v; h e r e 
the equivalent Vjollar value could have been 
computed to arriyc at a "real" cost of doing 
business . ^ 

In comi:rarat ivf>--studies , the average cost per week jjor child 
ranged from $39.42 to $48.00 

(d. ) ProG^edura I and Pol i6y Problems . The most ^ront rover s i a 1 
day care issue, still unresolved as th.is study drew to a cIos(.', 
was projected allocation of limited funds for ia day cartj program 
tliat v;as grov;ing faster than it could be managed. Ironically, 
although more emphasis had been ]Uaced on the control and allocation 
of money than on any other single element of the FAP day care 
pre't^st,!,/ general (Tissatisf action v.'ith fiscal j^olicies and 
procedures was v;idespread and could be traced to the follov;ing 
factors; 

(1 . ) In a system which, stressed uni fornii ty of re inibur soim n t 
rates and eligibility standards, there was no attempt to 
standardize costs; Salary levels fluctuated from no eomi.5enr,a t i c^n 
for some day care operators to substantial salarit.-s for 
cidministrat ive personnel . Costs varied from site to si tu 
and 4-C to 4-C and scorned- to have little or no reflation to 
the sums of monoy allocated to them". 



1^/ Vis-a-vis eligibility recaiiremerits , child-staff ratios, fc-e/ 
rate schedules and billing and reimhu^'senient procedures. 
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(2.) ConsLanl ly cha/iyinc| and compl IcoIickI bilJiiuj prrjccdui.i 
ar;d i.na«icqua ti*.- ticciini.ca 1 assistance ci'lviLoc^, tinio clc^l''ays foi* 
tl'Hj operators who did not: always understand tho c'hanqos and 
.subin.i t^L.'d incorrect or inadcqiL-atc information. Some sites 
consistontly billed- as Jato ^^er; yt h r e o or four month;-, after the 
fact because, they said, they " f crrcjot t en " to inclu<l(^ one. 
o r t v.'C c h 3 ] d r e n i n a ] > r c.yio u s 1; i 1 ] ( 



i.crrcj 



{ j . ) Some s i t i;.^ s found i t ri o c o s s a r y to ob t a i n ) la n k 1 o a n s o r 
to jjorrov; money from 4-C or ].)crsonal sources in order to pay 
tlieir bills wlion reimbursement cliockc" wore i^^'-"'- This hand- 
to-mouth, style of oper.-ition soonied to charac&ji i ze Vermont's day 
care jjrocjram and, as much as anyChinc}, reflected the al:)sence 
of a "system" to net tii..- job done. Day care providers 6].H"^rated 
on a week to week basis and only the larger centers v.'ith 
multiple funding sources had some form o'f annualized l;udcjets. 

(4.) Lac!; of agreed .ij.on understanding of terms sucli as 
full-time and part-time led to confusion and conflict, despite 
'the development of -Vta tie * def i n it ions in an attom.pt to resolve 
the issue. 

« 

( 5 . ) h i .1 o c omi) 1 a rn t s ore -u n i f o rm 1 y ho a r d a bout d t.^ f i c i e n c i s 
duo to lack of Hioney, a $40,000.00. surplus accumulated at the) 
-top during FY '72 and. generated controversy over whether it 
sliould l3e re'turned to tho State's cjcncral fund or' used to meet 
day care costs. 

(G.) liven tliough PAP and Title TV~A rates \vere integrated 
at th.e state level, each program continued to be adm.inistered 
independently because of differences in day care eligibility, 
billing and accounting requirements. Therefore ^ procjram 
in teg rot ion at the 4.-C or site levels was an unrealistic 
expectation of state and federal decision makerS'.' 

(7.) Tho 4-Cs and day care providers .were expected to. 
maintain a double entry bookkeeping system which would accurately 
roflcct all transactions by -funding source. In practice, few 
operators understood this requirement and, with some exceptions 
(such as tlie large centers), kept relatively few financial records. 

(8.) Although the FAi^ day '"care pretest objective was the 
provision of child care for FAI^ eligible families, there was 
no evidence that emp^o/ers made financial contributions to 
su]:>port the program. 

(9.) There v;as no one individual'"' or unit of state 
go\'ernmont v;hich exercisecj* budget control over day pare 
ox}>ona i tures , a glaring deficiency in a federally funded s\ate-- 
operated program. Even at tlie 4-C lev^jl there were no regumr- 
u]')dL>.ted records of site budgets, reimbursements or expenditures, 
although a f ov; 4-C leaders attempted to maintain some records 
of hi lis for reimbursement . 

. / 
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(10.) Sonic siUos and cfCGCtca cost savings tiiroucjh 

C(Aitral or joint; pui chasing / even tiiough there was no statewide 
systcni to increase tho benefits of such C!ffort-.s. 



running deficits due to a low rcimbursdmcint rate which didn't 
cover certain supportive sor.vices. 

The probl.vni w.^s furtlier complicated wnen FAP and IV-A 
rates ciid not match the J'oad Start rates. As a result, some 
operators either did not provide equal day care services, or 
ran up deficits trying to subsidize the' FAP/ IV-A children. 



- Theoretically, the concept of community coordinated child 
care implies a system of local development and control of child 
care. Vermont's 4-C system became a response to funding sources 
with all tlieir requirements and regulations. The bureaucratic 
spiderweb of fedora l-state financial controls left little 
initiative to local 4-C committees" which cou Idn ' t .provide day 
care services without the public funds. Indeed, tho area 4-Cs 
existed only because they provided a layer of decentrali^ied 
av'.iinistrat ion between, state government and the day care 
providers. . ^ ' 

C''erall, our investigation revealed serious frustrations 
among the 4-C leadership over the smoldering issue of 
developmental versus custodial care.; Tliere seemed to be 
consensus,, that 4-C committees were designed to provide services 
to children, not families, and that federal funding from 
whatever source should be, primarily, a means to that 
end. This point of view was confirmed in the responses we 
received to questions concerning families. In every case., 
4~C leaders told LICD investigators that they kept their 
records and organized their act ivit ies around chi idr en rather 
than families and'-, therefore, could not respond specifically 
to our questions about the FAP frtroact on families or parent 
employment factors. y 



TI\ere was also consensus on, the need for .equality day 
care for children of working parents and agreement vn.tli the 
Ov/erall goals of a welfare reform strategy which would provide 
o-mployment alternatives to a doi-e. Nevertheless, the 4-C 
leadership agreed that day care eligibility should include 
children's needs, in addition to tVie economic needs of 
families. 4~C leaders described their [.osition as being 

caught in the middle" between their own pricjf4tics of 
quai ity ch i Id care and compliance wi th F/.P and Title IV -A 
fundijig sources in order to stay in business. 




5. 



Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C) 




•m' i t. h d a y c n i V 3 p c? r . 1 1: i o iVs . This' fact, 
be l.nov.'n or uHioirstood in t;ho field v 



Except for its earliest role in hclpinc; to orc;ani:.^e the 
wU''.:a 4~Cs, tnc^iitate '4-C Coimittee had 'no direct re la t i on>ihi p 

i^owqver , -.did not secr:i to 
in the fie Id where State 4 -C and State 
were talked of as if they v;ere one unit. However, by 
' .sp.f.'i ncj ■ of 1972, the State 4-C Committee had beqim to' mo}'. it or ■ 
a r { ra 4-C c om j j ] i ; » n c e v; i t h t h e ^ !?j;P„.i!^r-9Q i". tirn._G VJlS^V ^"^ <^ • -■ 1 "! ^ ' > i 
T':- J tructurcKi it sell: with the. Governor ' s approval, to include j 
ail its thirty rnembers sixteen consume 's (parentis), eiqht ; 
r-.:presen t:i t ives of the p-"rivate sector (selected by each area ; 

.ind ropiresenta t ive : from each of the six major state \. 
. i - ;< 'Mcies V ^ „ ■ ' 

I 

It seemed ol)vi.ous that 'the vState 4~C Commi'^tec's role | ; 
nore indistinct and diminished as the Office of 
Ciiiid l;ovel opine nt became the pov.'erful dispenser* of day car 
rules :ind money. In May, 1972, when the LICD study was co 
; i - 1 od , the St a to 4-C C oi:\m i 1 1 go ■ wa s " r ed e f i n i nq, its role" 
.in i '.vorkincj toward achievement of the broader 4-C child ! 
■.\ir>' '!~'.ils which had become overshadowed by FAP day \ 
a n- \ } \. :j i n f 1 uc n t i a 1 f u nd s . ■ , y 

^ y 

. Since Vermont 's F/xP/Title IV-A el iy ibi 1 i ty^require;nents 
1 iirii ted 'federal support funds' to low income^^^lui lies , 4-C child 
care in Vei'mont came to be identified as ari'" ant i -poverty program. 
?-:ecocinizing that factor and what was as the basic conflict 

, lH.?tweon EAP objectives ^jid 4-C objcpt^yes the state attempted 
to resolve the issue by moving tQ;^<;larify 4-C/FAP/IV-A objectives 
in the consolidated child care /f^rvice Contracts. But some further 
kind of '4'onceptual accommodat^'bn may be needed if the 4-C i3 to 
l.'ecome a viable mechanism toypromote day care for the working poor, 
•'.a. s i ca lly , the unresolved coiiflict revolved around whetlier or not 
publically funded day care iil Ver.Tiont should.be limited to children 
of the working poor and, if sV) , whether or not the area 4-C 
committee . was the most appropriate administrative layer between 
day care operating sites, and tn^^ state Office of Child Development. 



6. Day Care Supjijort Resources 

. Providers of FAP day care serjvices. in Vermont found them- 
hiolves pretty much on their own v;l^en it came to locating and 
us ing supportive resources . FAP /ilt^y care planners had assunjed 
that FAP elig-ible children would /receive medical care under'' 
■Medicaid, an^d "seed grants" were/ available for some renovation 
of fftiilities. Centers serving Title IV-A and FAP children 
v:erc eligible' for food under the state's special feeding 
program and surplus commoditi.^s distribution program. Alternative 
typos of transportation were /also to be developed and tested, 
especially in '^iiral communit/ies. ^ • ■ ;' 

• • r . ■ 



Day care tor economic reasons versus ^pat care for ohilH 
development reasons . 



"7) 
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One other important idea appeared in tlio .il P.W/ Vermont: 
contract , the rcn.|-airenont that existinq qrqnnii^.ations? weri' to . 
.DO used .for admi ni stra t i ve exjiediency V/iieiU'ver j^oss i hie . 

1/ 1 C D. s u r vo y r r> s u 1 1 s d o s c r i bed the i nd i ? t i nc pa 'tt:<} r n o f 
local mechanisms which evolved -to transport, feed anc^ provide 
health service to chj.ldren in day care sites. Jn conf:orin j. ty 
with the Operations Plan, various methods were exfieeted to 
develop, in a form- 'most appropr Jtate ■ to specific site n^cds . 
Hov;ever, difficulties 'experienced in obt.pinj.ng funds and 
other factors {described in Chapter 5) pointed up the necnl 
for general guidelines v/hich could have reduced some of^^ the 
stress and frustration within and amonq agencies t'ryinq to 
organize and deliver support services. In addition , sta to 
level expressions of concern regarding inadequate funding for 
support services indicated tly.it the Operations Plan should 
have anticipated the problem, and provided coordinative mechanisms 
for the equitable allocation of potentially scarce resources. 

c;j'\/llead S^art 

Relationships betv;een the CAAs' and the 4-C-s varied from 

one community to another. The wide spectrum of differences 

ranged "from'Unterlocking responsibilities, which caused 

confusion at \he site level, to distantly, pol i te co"".potition 

over the merit\ of Head Start versus day care. Everyone's 

confusion at evG^y level over a multiplicity of organizations 

and aoencies was^vident in field data. 
• . "' \^ 

There,:,was littl^ 4-C coordination with Head Start despite 
the fact that Head St^irt provided technical assistance in some 
communities to open new day care ceaters and that a significant 
number of sites had Head Start children in' their care. 

In view of the contra'dictions between the stated purpose 
of using existing' resources and starting the FAP child care 
program from scratch, the problems which developed v;ero 
probably inevi table . Integration of chi Id care resources was 
apparently expected to "just happen" st the operating level 
(4-C and site) while no attempt was made to ^integrate or at 
least to systematically coordinate exist ing child 'care services 
from the state level. It must be remembered, here, that some 
child care services had been in operation. in Vermont before the 
FAP pretest. These included: Head Start, Model Cities day care, 
Parent-Child Centers, Consumer Controlled Communitv Child Care 
{5rC) , Title IV-A reimbursement, and a number of put^lic and 
private day care providers throughout the state operating 
in homes , schools , churches and comm\inity facilities. 

Food ' . n 



'.^Jhile the food program seemed to be operating smoothly , 
LICD analysts identified several issues which posed potential 
problen^.s. 



Those includod staff limitations, no re lationsliip to 
th licensing process-, lack of clarity respecting eligible- day 
ca. e facilities, inadequate funds and unrealistic demands 
unn ; si^ro- operators tor detailed food consumption records ^ 
whi ;h apipearod to have no purpose.. 

Overall-, it appeared that the food program suffered from 
not having been" incorporated into a total statewide day care 
dofiign. 

liealth . . • ' • 

It would appear that Vei;mont 'Jiad not found a way to comply 
with either the health requirement in the FIADCR or the 4-C 
guidelines when a state d'ff'icial, at an orientation session on,^ 
February 3, 1972, said that the state> had no money for physical 
examinations, given the existing daycare rate, and that 
Medicaid was the only available resource for those, unable to 
buy health care. When interviewed, state officials and day care 
operators agreed that inadequate funding was the major problem * 
i l^pi^oviding health services. 

Analysis of this important ancillary s<?rvice indicated 
.that funding alone wouldn't solve the problem unless some -other 
important issues were also , resolved . Vermont needed answers to 
some basic questions, such as; 

V?as there a statewide inventory of all health - 
care resources by type , location , aval lability 
and cost? _ 

What criteria were used by day care operators 
and staff to determine a child's health status? 

Was there a procedure for providing stat^ewide 
health care by helping communities share . 
available resources, such as physicians, 
dentists, nutritionists, . therapists and 
emergency equipment? 

Was there a procedure to identify , diagnose 
and provide care for chi Idren with specia I 
health problems s\ich as physical or mer)tj] 
hand i caps or emotional problems? 

Since FAP.and Title IV-A children were 
eligible for Medicaid, and Head Start health 
services were available to some of the 
children, why wasn't the Head Start health 
care system expanded to include- all the day 
care children? . ' 

In - sulirr^ie lack of adequate health care services probably 
resul.ted as much from a fragmented, unsystematic approat:h»as 
from inadequate funds. ^ 




Transport £1 1 ion 



Overall, Vermont seemed to ba.-meetlng transportation needs 
reasonably well', .at least Cor; thoi;e youngsters enrol U:d in 
the prog ram . t may be important . zo Vermont , however , to 
•detorminw if there were FAP " el iy UdI e famil:.cs who didn't 
participate in the program because they had- no transportation. 

F esxlback and Problems ' ' ., . , 

By and .large, most of the day'caro operators were satisfied 
v;ith the quality of the h^oalth-, transportation and food services 
,they were providing to the children and said food services were 
boE'ter than transportation services -and that health services were 
the least sat isf actpry . All of thij parents interviewed said they 
were reasonabvly satisfied v/ith the day catr^ service their " chi Idren 
were receiving. . - 

. ■ Casjcally, st^Jze officials and dfiy carq operators ^gre.ed"" 
on the major problems with providing these supportive day care 
services. Of those who said there were problems, all agreed 
that inadecjuate funding- was the major probj.pm for health, food 
and transportation services. -In addition to inadequate funds, 
state officials agreed that a lack of resources and not enough 
help from the state were major problems in providing health 
services. They also agreed' -fe^-iat a lack of corfftnunity .--upport 
was a major problem in providing transportation services. 
Problems identified with the provision o„f food services created 
some differences of opinj^n between state officials and 
operators, who ident if ied. uncooperative ' agenc ies and not 
enough help from the st^ite as the source of trouble, v;hile . 
state officials named no-t enough staff or money as .the major'' 
■problems. One state official said the overall problem was ^ 
that operators and parents needed to know more about existing 
servicob tind how to get them, especially during tha organizing 
period. But here, again, the burden .for knowing "what to do" 
was transferred to the p.arents and providers who couldn't be 
expected to "know!' unless some method was f ound . to distribute 
useful information at the 4-C or state levels. 

Sunmiary : 

The Vermont Model FAP Child Care 'service System, as a 
pretest of propos*ed legislation , was sensitive to proposec 
amendments to that legislation and experienced some minor 
shifts in detail as news .from Washington drifted to Vermoit, 
Nevertheless, the pretest rema ined ■ pre tty much on the FAP' 
course and .so did the LICD study. The Federal "Interagenc y 
Pay Care Requirements were under revision (although nearly 
released for public scrutiny in October, 1971,) but still 
not amended as t]"jis study closed, v;hich meant that Vermont 
was required ■ to comply with the 1968 version. 



protest-.^ Vc:ni.ont's child care •.^x-i'.vicc H^y^ioi:\ i^aci b'.nj;ia to 
'^1 • \- J - J. G a 1 i f o o f- i. 1 o w-n , K a 'c n b f,^ t e " S ccif i c 'I" >.i s k s " 
ouilino(^* in tlv.' sLnto's con t r^'ic t ^v.m i h lilv^' oitnor had l^ocn 
•co:nplit>d v;ith or v/.ere in process arid th^^^itato was st-arting 

lAci'A fov 1074 v.'hci^ the FAP prv? t.ost H^'oulcf bo -phased out. " ' \ 

Tho rocom:;).. nda t-.ions v/hich' follow= a I: tempt to syn t he; s .i.V.c; 
^-^■^- "'..St siqn .ic;.'nt eiemcnts of Vormon^ ' s; opdr a t. i onal 
:-rotost ^u') tiiat this oxporjoncc may- !;e 'useful* for de\'elapiny 
iKitior.al policy and statewide child car,^,- .sorv'ice, terns, 

' \ ' 

Wh^i . there may be some unavoidable xv/erlap, reco:Ti;:H/::d*i t i ens 
'./hich appeared in Volume 1, T'^^l^J^^'^'j}^ ^^^rjj_pj^£^ ^ > ha\'e nc/c fu:'.in ■ 
rvjpv^^ated here and i.t ie sug^es '■.t/d tiui't Sot.- h. " sets of rei^L^niniL'i-j- 
dations be considered toqctber. ^ ■ " 

, ■ SUMMARY AMD t^i::eOMMi-::;DA^i' 1 ON'S VOLUMr/ -II " « • ■ 

^1' h e 0 e r t i r ; ■ .; 5 \ - s t oiv . 

1 . Def:init ions; ■ , , . ^ 

(a.) "Child care" rach-r --.han "day-care" should be used t, 
describe such services since workinq parents . and 'espectit^lly- v 
low-incpme ?parents, work nignts, weekends, .^plit , shi £ ts , holidavs 
and other irregular hour?^. This broader 'designation i?^^ more 
likely to encourage the development and availabil.j..ty\pf 2 4 hour 
service ''o jnoct the real needs of wbrkincj parcnto. ' , ; 

(b.) Federal., state and local, of ficials should wo I' 'a toof^t ^c} 
through the HEW Office of Child Devexlopmcnt to d efine "qua lity 
child care" and,it ^ actual cogt so that ^uniform^'nationai 
standards oE quality and costs can be established to avoid' 
discrimination, against some children because of inadequate, 
unequal or unavailable resources. 

■ 2- Separation o.f services and reso urces . :■ 

• Child care service delivery should beWganizod and operated 
to meet the needs of children and therr faif,iJ.ies. Resources should 
be treated as means to achieve that end. -therefore, it is 
recommended that _chl lc]_ c_n r e_ s_e r vi c e s be separS^ed from' child ,paro 
resources by developing and operatinq • • (t" 

(a.) an action, -plan to deliver stable , ouality 

. child care service wlvlch is child-centered 
j. ■■ and. meets the needs St the clie^ttele 'popu- 
lation ■ inc luding v/ork/training r'eferrals 
for parents and .the.^provision of. anti;.la*-v ^ ' 
services to the .'program . ' ' ^ . 

i . • 

. (b'. ) ' an action plan to identify, locate , oV/ta in and 
use all 'the LV2£g¥ ^_^ a r y . r e s o u r c e s to ^supw.ort -che 
I service ideiivery plan . E<j^h .chi Id -care- 'provider 
I should be required to develop and u-se an' 
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annual izod budget to ensure suf f icier, t funds 
for quality caro. KGsourcos could include: 

(1) .federal, state and local [)ublic funds; 

(2) state and local child 'ker 'ice agencies, 
both ^jublic and private; 

(3) private' funds; 

{A) volunteer servicOEj; 

(5) donations of facilities , equipmc^L , 
supplies and food; 

(6) shared resources with other related 
activities, such as Head Start, Model 
Cities day care, Parent-Child Centers, 
e,tc. , ' 

(7) Employer and labor union contributions; 

(8) Centralized purchasing or borrowing. 

3. State characteristics and basic elements of c hild care 

Each'state's child care service s-ysteni.. should meet its 
own needs by taking its community characteristics into consider-^ 
ation when establishing policies and procedures to incorporate 
the following basic elements into a statewide child care system: 

• children ' . 

• parents or guardians 

• a statement of objectives 

• a time-phased work plan 

• money \ 

• child. care staff 

• facilities (homes, centers, institutions) , equipment, 
suppl ies • 

• food 

9 adifiinistrative support services 

ancillary services (i.e., health, transportation, social, 
\ • . educati.onal) 

\ ■ . ■ 

operational systems which include planhing and evaluation 

• standards of quality 

• information 

• .CO ntroisor accountability 



\ 
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• . (J oinriiii II i .t: y ' r c s r") u i; c c s 
*^ * Inf ormation • • ^ ; * 

A con.prohcns ivo inforin c ition • notv.*o.rK should' bo^bmc tlAc core 
f.:f the child care service system since every aspec/t of the program 
<le):>cncls on information. Such a network would cnsvlre feedback from 
jjeriDons in the service system, and would pcrmi+" pcVrticipativc 
decision making by providing 0[: per tun i t ies to be/ heard . Computer! ze> 
'management information sy.'j terns are only one typy^' of data source. 
Structured personal contac ts , ' such as the type /used for the LICU 
study, may pu'ove to be more productive for feec/back than written 
communications. 

The state f^hould develop and distribute c/hild care policies 
and procedures throucjh a systematic nctv/ork v;hich readies all levels 
of the operating fjystom in a useful form's One element of such a 
network could be a child care nov;s letter to facilitate dissom- 
ina tioiH^xif useful statewide information- To be most effective, 
such a publ'icatron s)iould receive input from, all over the state 
c'.nd contain " ieq,islative and instructional ncv;s ,as well as 
resource information about child care-related organizations and 
agencies. 

^ * ^ State V/ j. d e c o o r d i. n a t i o n • 

Each chil(i care, provider shoulci have a single coord inative 
state agency [ioi.nt of contact as its source. of information and 
technical assii^cancc concerning child development standards, 
fiscal management, policy, procedure and other state-wide respon- 
-s i b i 1 i t i(?r^ . 

Thi s could be accompli shed through :* 

(as ) better and raore extensive use of ex^isting 
programs by integrating them -at the ^tato 
level; ' 

{b. ) cost sa\'ings tlirou(^I>-<:^:}ntrali2ed purchasing ■ 
of. supijlies , food and equipment ; 

(c . ) strtitew idc trai ning>prog^ms whicii respond to 
G n- the -job n e c, d s o c h i 1 d'"^ care pro v i. d e r s . 

G . R ^^^^^ u r s 0 M^en t 

States should reimburse parents , not child care providers , 
but set a reason^^ble ceiling on fees to ensure comp].iance v:ith 
quality standards and to prevent exploitation by those few 
providers who might seek to expand profits at the expense of 
the chi Idren . TJii.'i procedure could drastically reduce adminisTira- 
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to -ihr;?;.-' :,rc)v.i rlvTs ■■;no v;a.i^ i t . This c^vU'i ])^^ -lor.^' ^'.^■■.'■.■r \^ 
i ci . ) pro\' id'i'^J'AP ^i^^l'^ ^ ^ ^ '"" '^ ""^'^ V i 

choice r ;i t. h r !i r i m b ii r s i n q I: h • " ; > rT. \" i. ••. i < r i-; 

t, h r o u q h -S:-t ate c o n t r r . 1 1 o d n < j c h . 1 1 : i. s : n s . » 

U>i . ) u sc lie L i nco:no tax f i q u rc s t o dc; L-.:: rri i. iio 
al.)i iTTy to rcTjay . 

( c . ) s L h 1 i 5 h a r c v o 1 v i iki f u iici cm' p a i ■ ■ :-j ■ i i. • 

tiu;; ]>:>cal lovcl to provide child care o:\ cT-dit 
!jy fviMns of interu':";t" .free loans, to J^e ^ r<-'. id 

■ to the r o 1 \' i n r i f ii n d w h ri * : 1; e 1 j ^ r r ; , .< j- i ^ ■ 
al>le. 

f 

7 . 1 na!K; i a 1 ' lanaavme nt 

C^■r ti i:i cat ion of. -eliqibilitv aiu^ v-iei-^ U r( ■ j nhur s.-nier!t 
■Should- be tlu'? responsibility of a .siiKjl':.' state acjency. Th'.: 
federal social s c u r i. t y s y s t e n ■ off o r s a v i a b 1 e r> x a m ; .> 1 e i .) e c a ii s :■ 
i t s j: a 11 c t ion is e n t i r e 1 y f 1 s c a ]^ a n d r r:i o v e s s u c !"i d e c i. s i o n s f r om t ii e 
c 1 i- '. -■ i^. t ,/ r o V i d r. r r e 1 a t> o n s h i . T h i. s a ij p r o a c: h i s the ni rj s c e c o n oni i c a ]. 
f o r both j-j 1 a n n. i n (j a n d o pe r ii t i ny a nd -c a n 1 cj ad t o s 1 1*! ^ s t a n 1 1 a 1 s a v i n ci 
in' adiui ni St rat i vu costs by ine-ans of: 

( a ) s i , ni ■,.} \ i f- y i n y ' an d j. in p r o \' i n q f i-fs c .:i 1 i m a n a q < v m e n t . 
djy F^'epvaratinq service delivery from financi.al 
resourcv?:^ in ;.>laiininq, budyetinq, ojjeratinq 
and ovaluatinci ; 

( b ) s i. ni p 1 i. f y i n ■ : and i. m [.> r o v i. n q a d m 1 n i. s t r a t i ^/ • ■ 
}.'rocedur<.:s to el iminate unnecessary ,* 

j nappropr.ia to and unGconomica 1 f i sea 1 
controls v;hich frequently cost more money 
than thev save : ' ■ 

(c) loetter use of staff time for both chili'! cart: 
' servic7es and f i scai manaqoment . P/iop]r; who 

work v.'i^th childr.^n should not havcf to * 
r<.^s[Jo i.blc for r-corcis and teporjts as well. 

' h i 1 d c a re p r ov i de r s '• ^ ■ 

^'l1lld ca.re provid<.n"s should be required to' me*et p er sc na 1^ 
a. H' j o ]- a t i o n a 1 s t a ne a r d s before l-.avinq children entrusted to 
t : K ■■ ■ ■! . ■ T h i ?^ \\ ill • r cxi u 1 r o r o a 1 j. s t i c s t a n d a r d s , a p p r o {:* r i. t c 
pr^iMration and an effective cor.plianee system which'^facilitates 
ratiiv?!'- than iiihibit?? service delivery v.-i.thput sacrificing' quality 

V 
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iTovif.i 1 I to f:iu' chi Id cJiro s^yi.^tcni couj.ti bi con*.; .1 
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sXiCcit-La^U ■ Vo-fU'-»'L'<-li'a-?^""''^'-^^^ child care fundi nq sources. 
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Chapter 1 



Background of the Verm, .t FAP Pretest 



At the nnti.onal level in W^^>hinqton, D. C. , both the 
ConqrGss and the Administration (in ]^6CS ai;id 1969) rofloct--'* 
the national mood tov/ard v/elfaro reform-~tho need to find 
repJ acGinen t . f or a v/elfaro system un ivorsn 1 ly ' consider e(.i 
u n s a t i s f a c t o r y by 1 f a r c r o c i p i c n t s , : c i a } v;o r f. o r s , 
'■jovcrnmon t officials and taxpayers.' 

V^eifare reform studies throuqhout the nation motivated 
ulie Congress to rc-view and revise numerous coin|^onon ts of the 
national v.'elf arc ■ program, culminating in President Nixon's 
proposal for developing and testing the Family /Assistance 
Plan as a mechanism to more adequately disperse financial 
resourcx's throughout the population. ' 

With a strong emphasis on developing scl f ~su f f .ici ency 
t)i rough "v.'orkfare" rather than we 1 fare , coup led with 
overtones of revenue sharing, a statewide FAP pro-tost was 
conceived to see what v/ould happen if the federal government 
pj-bvided financial resources for such a pretest v/ith a 
minimum of red tape. 

Jn addition to legal and f inane i:rl accountability, spme 
rocui i remcnts were to be imposed, such as the need to develop 
alternative models, but, by and large, the selected state 
was permitted some latitude in pretesting FAP. 

Ab the state capitol in Montpelie'r, Vermont, officials 
saw an opportunity to obtain federal resources for a project 
v;hicli vasr-for once, comfortably compatible with that 
conservative state's traditional attitude toward welfare / 



At the local level , ci tizens concerned v;i th -the need 
for direct services were looking to federal funding to meet 
crisis needs, sucli as income maintenance, jobs and day care. 

Originally , three pro j ects 'in the field of income, 
maintenance experimentation were developed by the Department 
of Health, Education -and Welfare. The largest and most 
important of. these was the proposed s ta te-wi.de "pro j ect to 
pretest the Family -Ass^istance Plan in Vermont. The other 
tv.'O projects, located respectively in Seattle, Washington 
and Gary, Indiana, wyq more limited, research-oriented 
projects similar in design to the 'two, OEO sponsored experi- 
ments in Nev/ Jersey and those in rural communities. 
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Ti'i'"' oriqinal purpose^ of the Vorinont p^^ojoct y.i\?> ti-o 
prete.-^ : nrul evaluate a /fTfcd;;) tyf.jo t:or the I'rcs iclont ' 
; j r o : J Cj s e- c T' a ni i 1 y ^^ s s i s t: /i n oc ij 1 an .-in c ]. u d i n q ' s o v c r a 1 \' a r i ci U ( : t. 
tlie :icr;iiiist:rati\'c mcc^^niip/ii required. The-: Vermont p^roj'.^ct 
■.■.■ould rep.r.j-sont tlic f i rst-'attenipt by the federal qovor ni;ion ^- 
t o r.; 1 1 J i n; i ^^'g s t a t - u p and operational ]:> r o b 1 cni s i rr a nia i o r 
n c ■ ; r -..^ ^{ r a ni t } i r o ug h a .sizeable bu t controlled p ir i ni i r. a r y 
fielo trial of the proararn. 

Tlio income maintenance portion of the project was^ 
estimated to cost $6 million annually exclusive of admin- 
istrative a^Kl evaluation costs . The Department of Lai or ant.' 
the' Office, of Child Develoj^ment were also to par t ici|ja 1 1' in 
the development of the manpower and' day care por 1 1 ony- '-^ i ^-'m^ 
p/ian and addi t lonal funds v;ould be provided for tiTO^:,o 
components . 1 1 was as-sumed that tl^e Vermon t pro-j cl* L wou 
operate for one to three years or until such time as; the 
Family Assistance Plan was implemented nationwide. 1/ 

After almost a year and a half of planninq, jjj.;!.; 
document (dated October 27, 1970) described protr.jst 
objectives as follows: 

Administration of the Family Assistance 
^ Program is largely uncharted. It involves- 
r emo v i ng e >: i s t i ng we 1 f a r e pa y me n t .s pro- 
grams f rom state or Ic -.^a 1 . admi nis tra t io[> 
with minimal federal li i r e c t i o n and | ) 1 a c- i r i c i 
them^ along with a new payments program 
f o]- the work i ng poor , u nder direct fc.deraJ 
operational control or -.nder state con trol 
with close federal direction aimed at 
uniform eligibility and con s i s t e n 1 1 y 
excellent service to the public. In 
addition new work incenti^ves ar'e provided 
aimed at moving FAP c 1 i en ts . tov;ard solf- 
suf f iciency . These program objectives 
involve extensive liaison and operatioiial 
interaction among -FAP^ 3RS, DOh , VR.S, OCO , 
and various state, agencies." 

The F^AP pretes ts are . aimed at compar i ng . 
ef f ectiK/eness of alternative federal inter- 
agency and intra-agency administrative 
procedures, to develop a viable FAP admi 
istrative stem. In addition, althourjh 
the per iod i nvo.lv c • is short , v;e ex.poc t t'; 
provide an evaluation plan to shov; movement. 



1/ Sou rep of funcis: Sections 1110 and 11 Ij of tl^e .Srjciai" 
Security Act . 
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o f cJ. A t.'nts throurjh the rol:crral process 
Lo. tra.ininq or rehabilitation, to work, to 
child care, oil l:o^--social services as v.'ell 
as ciianges in ^earnings for the ' course of 
lijio' protest. The result of this evalu- 
ation v;i 11 hci a report to Congres-s, as re- 
( ; a i r od in the e n ab I i ng legislation, wli i c h 
••.'i 1 1 s ta to admini.s tra tive experience , • 
Ijhsos for estinia t ing part ici pa tion in FAT- 
a 1. 1 n 1 i. I n s t e r o d f .i r o g r a ni s , and tentative i n d i - 
cat.i.or. of. validity of program concept. 1/ 

!);.iri:ig Llio j.'lahning process, a decision v/as made in 
■.'n :-'h i IV.": toTi to eJiminato the i ncome maintenance component of 
'Aw Vermont protest, v;hich left these four FAP support 
jci-ip'-jncnts to bo tested: 

1 . Kmploymont/Trai ning , 

2. Social Services, 

3 . Voca tiona 1 Rehabi li ta tion , and 

4 . Child Care , -> 

This chapter describes and analyses tiie planning oroce^^s 
the child care component v.'ithin the broader context ot 
' !k' i ro r AP pretest. . 

BACKGROUND OF THE CHILD CARE COMPONENT 

In June 1970, t(ie 'Department" of Health, 
};:ducation, and Welfare contracted with the 
'state of Vermont to ( 1 ) develop a de tai led 
plan for f ederal administration of the 
Family Assistance Program, (2) develop a 
model plan for day care under FAP and tO' 
expand the day care* facilities throughout 
tl'e state, (3) qbtain baseline information 
on potential FAP recipients ,^ and ( 4 ) devel- | 
op a referral system for the activities 
of all. agencies contributing to the 
registration and service , features of FAP ; 
The Department of Labor and HEW also funded 
three companion pro j ects in the Burling to n- 
MorrisviLle area , i ncluding a social 
„ /J services project, a manpower services 
Jf pro j ect focus i ng on upgradi ng and special 
v;orks pro j ects , a nd a voca t ional rehabi 1- 
itation support services project These 
projects represent all the ess.ential 
components' of a family assistance . system 



1/ (From an HEW document, untitled and unsigned, dated 
Oct, 21, 1970, ) 



(except the. actual income maintonancc 
payments opera t ion ) and were dos igned to 
delineate and resolve policy and opera- 
tional problems which will liave an impact 
on n^itional program implementation. 

An' am)'v,unt of $1,304,000 v.'as set aside for 
the develoi^ment. .of a model FAP-Child Care 
Service system for Vermont which (1) could 
be.^ utilized in. determining national 
a Iter natives for effective operation of 
the chi Id care component of the Fami ly 
Assistance Plan and ( 2 ) woul d L> e demon- 
strated through the expans ion of chi ] d 
care services and facilities throughout 
the state, with primary emphasis on the 
obj ective of supporting manpower needs . 
The three primary tasks of the contrac tor 
in carrying out this project were: 

,1. To complete an inventory of the 

existing- scate of child care programs 
in Vermont and , on the bas i s of this 
i nveritory , identify the types and 
extent of care needed for poten t ia 1 
FAP recipients, r;nd make projections 
regarding the f'jturo of child care 
program's . 

2. "Also on" the basis of the inventory, 

to develop.. a model. FAP child care 
system whicli v;ould be cognizant of 
and responsive to the needs of lAAP ■ 
families, as well as being capable 
of being quickly implemented under 
varying pol itical , economic and social 
conditions . The product of this effort 
v;as to be a system of prac t icc; 1 _ a 1 ter- 
natives wliich could be exercised in a 
con\muni ty--given a set of defined 
si tua t iona 1 factors- -and whi ch , when 
implemen ted , would quickly resul t in 
the provision of adequate and suf f«i- 
cient child care services .in that 
communi ty . 

3. Through actual operation of child care 
programs in the state, to explore 
techniques for the rapid development - . . 
and expansion of child care services. 
Operational problems in terms of 
agency or group ^evelppmen ta 1 coord i- 



nation, R I. £1.1 _ f t r-a i , n i ncj , . }> r ocp: a m raa n a 9 o v^p. n t 
and })oliticaI or community supn.ort v;ou.Ul * 
bo wol 1 docui'/ionte^i and- jjlannincj and^opara- ■ 
tional staffs would develop and tes't^oO lu- 
t.i Lsis v.'lMcr. '/oui..'.* anticipate, if not 
ovojrcoino , adn?ini s t r a ti've ^ and program 
T.) r o b I e-ni s \-: h i c h nii ^] h t a r i .s e in an o v o r a 1 I 
FAP day care system. (See /CppcM: M :■: A-1 
for delineation of specific proj^L' :l 
taskjj . ) ' 1 

To accomplish uhcso tasks, the contract 
called for e s t a b li s h\\\e n t o f ' a F Al'' ch i 1 d 
care planninrj staff to carry out the 
planninq aspects of the system and an 
operational staff to implement tlie design, 
with close , contact and coordination to be 
maintained between the t:v;o components. 

The MKW- Vermont contract also called for 
tlte conduct of an independent evaluat ic-n 
of the clii Id care component of the 
• r-. Vermont }.")roject through \nn outside ago-ncy 

(LICD). Til j s evaluation was to focus on: 

(a) how quickly child care resources 
are developed and expanded 

(b) how responsive . the child care 
system is to the needs of children 
and their families eligible th roughs 
FAP, and 

(c) how effectively the administrative 
mechanisms o j j e r a t e . t o facilitate^ " 
these act ivi t i es . 1/ 

The earliest records (memoranda^, letters, ilo{.f}S, ';tc. ) 
of the J/ormont PAP pretest are devoted a linos t exc 1 us i ve ly 
to income maintenance testing, welfare statistics and 
mandatory emp-loyment for • cor tain categories of wc^lf/ire 
recipients. Tbe provision of phi Jd caro for. working parent, 
gradually began to ap[>oar in the documents Siome . t i me aftor 
the initial planning i ir Washi ng ton was wo J .1 ^underway . 



..17 Pi* om t h e 1 1 L:\v Request for' I^roposa] \ / h i c h c o n t a i ikj cl the 
specification's for 'this I.^lCl) cvaluatirjn st-.udy. 
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On the other hand, '/ermont ' s of f ic'ial interest in day' 
care problems had bequn to take "form as far" back as 19 6 6,^- 
when the state had first legislatively required licensing 
of day care facilities by the State Department of Social 
Welfare . • ■ ' 

pOe to limitations of staff and. otiier resuurces, moGt 
of the earliest 1 icons ing work -hours v.-ero devoted .to licens- 
r^r of ■ foster homes/^ But even private kindergartens and 
nursery schools had come under the- licensing requirement by 
July 1, 1970; reflecting official recognition of the need for 
upgrading child care standards. ■ . 

The State Office of Economic Opportunity/ under the 
direction of Tom Davis, provided catalytic leadorshii^ in the 
growth of Vermon t ' s Hnad Sl;art and Day Care activiti^es. Davis 
brought Daji Holland to Montpolier from Bennington, where 
Holland had been the fi^rst director to apply for Title IV~A 
.monies for day care. . It had been Dan iiolland v/ho learned 
cibout the Co/iimimity Coordinated Child Care (4-C-) program 
"iroin rreston Bruce, in Washington, and it was Holland v;ho 
organi'^:ed ° tiio Statewide 4-C program in Vermont, at the request 
of the A'Jovernor. The foll-dwing year, Holland became che 
Deputy Director of SOFO Vith respor.sibility for all statewid,e 
day oaro. ' - ^ 

In ;i06"9, several months before Dan Holland had begun 
to v;ork with the statewide 4~C organi t i on , George Carcagno 
was cc^nducting a statewide negative income tax study for SOEO, 
based on a plan he had developed in 19G8. 

'J'hen, in AugLi.-^.t, 19G9, President Nixon submitted his 
Family Assistance Plan to Congress "in a nationwide broadcast. 
Shortly afterwai'ds, Vermont became interested 'in participating 
<nd switched its emphasis from the negative income tax to. a 
KAP income main.tenance plan. At about the same tine. Senator 
!<il)icoff's amendment to the ['"'AP bill required (statewide) 
[)rc t(^s t i ng ,i n at leas't two states. 

fronically, a Wa^'hington decision later eliminated the 
income mai.ntcnance component and, Vermonj;.'s pretest consisted 
of 1 1 u ' f o u r y> up;.) or t c omp o n e n t s / alone. 

* - . ■ 

So there were the two tracks running parc-|ll^l, d'ay care 
.inclwcifaro reform, each . Vprogram " with its oJ'n constituency, 
its own -goals and its own .-a'dvoca tes . ' . ' I 

Several important factors appear to have been \espons ible 
f o r t h u • CO n f 1 i c: i sit u a t i • o n s wh i c h developed be twee n the D a y 
Cvire Oi.>erations Unit and the 1-AP • Planning staff in Vermont. 
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0 n j t: ;-i e on e h n i id , t: 1 5 e I- A J-' : 1. c i r, n 1 : v j S 1. a !" \./ - . ; ^ • ^ i 

a K a no i*i - 01 j c r a t: i o n a 1 u n i L , ' w it\\ v c 13 o n s i b i lit y for cl 6 v c. ]o\ ■; .i, ; 
zi nd li Q 1 p 1 ncj to i n;p 1 cine Ji t the- t c s ting a n d * a n a 1 y s e s o f . a b r (? a 
r a nq < ' o :: v; g 1 f a r o r e i: o nn f:; t r a t o c ; i c s . T 1 i.fj m o s t in'.} o j" t a 1 o 
th.C'^u^ was to have been 'a statov.M'do .income mai n tonai.ce ' : rr^ tos t 
:-;u;)r;or t-.cd Ivy four ro la ted " scrv i cc " coniponc n t s : einp ] (;y:'.c -n I 
V r a 2 i. no social s e r v i. c o , v oca t j. o n a 1 V o h a b \ 1. i 1; a t i.o n a n d 
oi^i Id caro . ' ■ 

!vJ i't was as cn^ployoos of tlio SOi'O that fiatjr-- 1 
■A I;..'. ■• o r cj o Car ca c no v; rote t h o ' V e niio n t A P i j r opo s a ] , wh i. cii 

;.u'io:1 tlic concept of seoarat.inq plcinni^iq •'^;>tdM j 'v:,,-- . 

L, a t. c 1: , a s ■ t h o '.vo 1: k 1.;) cq a n , a ci c n cy p o s i t i. o n .s v-'r.- r ■ ■. , ? 31 
11'. V'V^rinont wnich matched their counterparts in Wash.! v. .on . 
S O ::o related, to t } 1 o Of nco of C i 1 i ]. d D o \' o ] o \ m o n t in IIV. v: .1 n. d 
the FAI' Pianninc; Staff i:) Mon tpelior rel'atcd to FAP larai i n^'i 
i n i:i;v;. ' • . ' • ■ 



So the controvor 5-:y botwoon thcf two orqaniza t ions l3Ccame ■ 
a powe r struggle o\' e r wVi e t h e r FAP , as a pro test, s liou Id 1 i t 
into the SOFO's statowido day care .scheme (Davi a/IIo 1 lar .1 ) 
o r who the r da y care, as o no^ of four p re t e s t conipo ne n t s , 
should f vi t , 1 n t o t !i e s t a t o w i do FAP' sc ll6riie { C a r ca g no/F.u t r c^- i V. ' 

This traditional vertical f ederal-sta tc-local relajio..- 
s li i p ■ 3 s evident i ti the e r. t i r e FAP pretest. Ea c h of t he . c. a r 
componon t s wa s f u nd o d vertical ly a nd wa s se pa r a te 1 y res po n s i b 1 e 
to its categorical funding source. , . 

In order to simplify our evaluative description o .\ tne 
fiianninq process, tlie-^'' findi ngs and analysf^s have been div-.ided 
into '■•four ma j or 'ca tegor ies . • 

r, Organizati on and Management*, 

2. Day Care Services; ■ ' , 

3 . Money ; and — ^, 

4 . Fvaluatioi). , 

I ■ 

« Facii category contains an evaluative description of what 
was expected by the funding agencies and v;hat was achieved 
<Uu"irr: the pJanninq period. ' * . . ^ 

1 iM > ' ol lowi ng chapters cxanii ne each of the above^ 
cato'-jories in terms of the expectations of the planning 
jj r o c 0 s s and those a c_h i e v em en t_s* wh i c h can be id e n Wf i e d an d 
anaiyy-od at this tlme.'^" " . ^ • 

i;xpcctations include those expressed in the Verniont-HEW 
' O^'O-l'dCW A^reeme n_e , the Ma_t h emaj: ^ nd Th j^ojToT ' 

(^••♦n tracts and in LICD Interviews v/ith f ecleral"^ state ami. local 
p(.M)pie. (See the Appendices for details.) 
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''CUSTODIAL- vsf»"DEVEtOPMENTAr 

From i:he very beg.rnn.incj ..-.of thi s i !ivc-J5 ti.ga ti-on ^ • se\ 
i.-s r. u ff.s CI om .1 na t od the r o s a r c h ; In one form g r a no t .he r , 
a^.].cjaro(a in wri ttGn material s and in conv*ersa\'.ions . T.i 
I ,i ally, thoy r G f 1 e c t od a_ lack of agrGemen t_on tr he rea 1 
9i^jS'}r^.}. yj: ^ t h Vormonl FAP ^hTld c a r o -^p'tg t cs t anO , ^ 7 
concomitantly, tjioy ro fleeted a ranrjc of expectations v 

o ncied to produce s ome sharped i v i s i o n s amo ng s t a f f ' a t . 
i.ev(>is. * '■ ^ • i 



•One issue predominates *and threads tly^ouqh all the \othGrs 
the is.suG of custodial versus dev;oioj>irientai child care, . /rhiere 
can bb'' no doubt tha t ^t^e p l£inn Ing |irocess and It^ product.^^ 
v.'ero affected by the \polar i t i on ar\>und tliis issue. 

Furtho'rrnnre the custodial/dt^velopmental f^isagreement ^ 
IjGcaino a cloal«;i i-.'h L-.;h iiid tho more urgent problems inherent 
i n conflicting e x j i o e t a t i o n s and i d q u a t o administrative 
nachi ncry . • *i . ■ • 

^ . . ■ ' ^ 
After a.ll^ i t may. be easier to despair over irreconcil- 
ajjle p])i-losophical diffc»rences"than it is to dig debply for 
areas of agreement and solut ions to ddniinistrat ive .problems . 
^ ■ ■ . * ' 

The ,sp.lit was most evident rn'»Ver-mont bQtween the FAP 
Planning Staff and the Day Care. Unit-, • although fci similar 
split divided - the ^OCD/HEW staff from the FAP 'Pl.ann ing . Staff 
(now the Welfare, i^e^form. Planning Staff) in .Washing ton . 
' ' V ■ ' \- ■ 

The child 'care coi-i^oneiit.' s vertical relationship 
j>roblems wer'^D further complicated by multiple funding sour^'os, 
each' v.'ith its o^,'n guidelines^ recjulations and expectations. 

Added to this,, no one seemed to be ir c/.."ira'' i;\ 
•■.a :i ! i p.g ton. T here- were s c vc.^ r a 1 c oo r^i i n a t o v s , 1 i a i ■ ' ^ s 
j n tor agency committees and otl-ior organ ina niona I arrangements . 
Butj the Washington HEW-FAP staff had no authority or^controi 
over the various funding agencies and was limited to setting 
.policy fora program ;for v;hich there^ -was no leg'isl'ation, np. 
.funds Qnd very little, philosophical acpeptai^ce-. ' ^ ' ' ' 

- ■ ^ ' 

Indeed, the custodial vs". child development controversy 
seemed to dramatize the dilemma, 



In Washington and VermWnIi/ the\ lines were drawn. 
Positions became polarized' around qual J ty child care (devel- 
opmental) 3r economical child care" (custodial). V?hen -F-AP 
staff talked a^hout costs and fiscal accountability^, the5'' 
' were" accysed o£ not caring" about 'children . When a.ry' c.ir.: 
staff balked abou-t chi.ld development ; \they were accused of 
not caring about public expenditures. , ' 



in point: of fiact , thi. ro v/as no one i ntervj owed i a tlu- 
■;:o u r (? of: t li i. stud y who ■. . a .s not - d e e p 1 y con corn c d j ! jO u t . *; ■ ; ■ • 
c i ] d r ( ? ;i' to ' b a s o r v o ci . n d a 1 J. c >; [ ; r o s r; c d cr; u a 1 c o r. c c i f ( ?- 
l.lip need to devolop an efficient chi.ld crn'e delivery r^y^^trn 
to oi/tain full value received for each do]]aj- :-;pent. 

■ • oo i t v;(.) u 1 d a pp e a r ■ t h a t t li e ri^j a 1 i s s u e s v;e r e n o t 
addressed or dealt v/i th , -wh.i lo e -.tt^rrt'i on was diverted 
bv the custodial/developmental dichotomy at, the state and 
rt-^-^leral .levels. 

Our e xam i na t i o n o f/ t ho p 1 a nn i ncj y) roc e .s s r o ve a 1 ed t a t 
' n o t h j n cj o cj 1 a ni o r.o u -s ^ ,i s a p li i 1 o s o p i m c r? d i c ! i o t o ir, y w a r, v; ho] ] y 
responsible for th'o/ruts and the deto'ur.s on tli< :;lannin<; 
■roa.d . In.stoad, tlve proi)]emj3 soemod to f Ion-^. f r : ■. the ty}>i'cal, 
traditional pattern of dovelopinc! and n\anau i nq federally 
funded proqrapyf?' f roni* Tvash J ng toH. It appears that the [)rctest 
do s p i t e its e arch for i n n ojr a t i o n an (\ alto r n a t i v o mo c] e } r> ,' wa s 
handled out .of U'ashin'^ton in much t!ie .sane way as any other 
federal program. - 



Chapter 7 



Organization and Management 

V 

I i: i r t. t .1 ci; ■ :■..:<.■:.:. ri;:ai.CKi^ foct.c^rs wnic:'; 

..:vc a.: i^:«^^-if-- ^; ; raVe3y in .' ■ :'\-r y lor.iu'^i^ of :-;0;.»'y':- 

uvui'aXl; t,:.c Vt^:";o!it rv.!"' oi'i id car^- [ lam i:vj C;:-:^;rci 
v.. -a a rcufst: r.']^ :'tti7"< i.aua"a;:io!^t:a I ■]:(?] aLic-::^?^ and l:iic a!. i lily 
(" ■ I'v.^iovai. and -^Lavo k-:: \ U.yc'o^^ VO'Vrork tc^ratiicr in do^^ i^'^". xau 
!:t'a^- <i;-ia;oach tc; v;o 1 I'.-' ? < ^ rofLU':''. , 

y. : ; i c :.a. ( : 1 .. I o ; ■ * . a i c r 1 y i^v.v f a. c od a s y 1 a i : n c r s \< r r o c 'va > 
j. .! .i t.':..". t. o u£ i: :■: i L i r;\.- 1 c>_i is i^a L i or. ; cj a i do 1 i vs^ s , y-u J t: i o r : s 

L«l;;raarc(^£; , v/Uila Tul f i 11 iNTic] th^ rccia i ror'cn I: i c: yro[.a:iod 
i'/d' ' l.a-:- i ^ 1 at i on and i,ts \'arioas an^dndpion , as ti. cy oc«nn- rad . 
va:' 'jViC Gtl'iCr i'lnpor tar. L oioiiierit:, lir.u.-. 

, ■ . 

'd-ot:. fadora] ai^i staN- stafff^ v/erc. under considerable 
1 J r c s u 3: < J o v.; r i : u s ■ !' a [- i d J y a o 5^ 5; i b 1 e s i r.c c ■ t i i o s t a t c d 
cAj j i: c t j. v oi: o f t h. o pre t a- st in c 1 a d t:- d 'a r ea u i r c iV: on. L to d s s e s 
iiov,* au ic!; ly a- lAl crj Id care *:?tn*vi-cc sys,ter- could l^e don j an- 
C: d , ore a p. i c d a n a i: ?, pie o . ■>. t e d . 

'? h. i> 1- c; a ore, t: I; o p ], a ; i n i n 'r. .v/ o i- b c c a ea-: | j 1.1 ci.l i r; t r. r e c 
' i^ia ior arrai=: ^ 

' • ^ • Resources . '/ 1 i c.^ r e \v a s a r. o e d for \' e i: rao n t 
' planners Lo: - 

1 1 ^ -.i n von Lory t: h e e :■: i a tine s t a t: e of child care 

i.M: 0'jrains ; \ i ' 

■ ( 2 ) ido ntif y the v a r i o.u s t \ ]: e.s a n a a \ ^ a .i. 1 . d .ad ■ i i: y 
of "child" c'are for potc^ntia] PAP faiuilies; 
and ■ ■ ^ ^ 

^ ^ P^^Q jGct f a c i 1 i t: i e s i; s a y c- b Q eci on . 

Q s t i i^;^ t ed su pp 1 y a iid d ena nd factor s . 

b . 1- y t G rr, u e \ ' e 1 o pm o n t . Ve r :ao i\ t: [$ 1 a n n e r s \-: ere r ec: a i r ed 
to . dove lo p a model FAP chil d care d e 1 i v ei' y sys Lerii w i th 
built- in -al Lor natives for parental and coininunity option, 
and the capability of quick an"d easy i:^>lt:^n:antation * 

c . Opera t i ens . The third ina jori'.aroc in : :\v "ciu ] a ■.:<:;]■ i 

c OVA p o r. c n t v.' a s th e ■ r c c; air r-.-.i r; r. t q tor t 1 1 1 a ii e w s • s 1. 1 y , 

usw:<! i t to deliver FAP chi!.' "-ir'i tar a'aa:-: an r;; .ur a t:i n'^ 
syste:;;. \ 



HEW/VERMONT EXPECTATIONS FpR THE PROTEST 



Vt-rri'.)!'!! ' s prc^pos.il -.■j;; a:.;;!" ..v..-d ...^ t !:v iii-K ■ :.'t 

July I , . Adni i im Ht. ra t i \-. ■ \ a\ \ ■■.■>: iS v - ' ' 
for tlU' child car.^ c;; :;;jont mi t as • -xc-.- 1 ; ■ t i :; A;;. ■::di:-: 

to taku into oon:^ idor a t i or. I.h^.■ rv.M.;ui i-^-mr-nts -c;i-.un.i 

upon liL'.W by OIXj under terms of an . a--; reetiiien L entered 

into b y the two f e d e r a 1 d i ? ; a ]' t ni o n t s on .1 u !i c i , 1 ■ '/ 0 . 
(See A ^ptj n d i ;-: A- 2 ) 



imin i :.-;trativo\ e::iM;ct :i--ions i'm r a; 'h r a ;a 
:?d .s 1 1" in<.jeJ^/l. \t,'qu.i !a.?:tn..'n t.s for d'. K-.i:; ■ ! 



' SoiiiO Oi 0! :0 ' s a dm : 
I i W s 'b u t o t h o r .s a d d o l 

t i n a r^K.] r c pc; r t s , e s po c i a 1 1. y a7' I !» y ; - ^r. c ^a r ! v. 

s e I" V i ce d o 1 i v e r y a 1 1 d e x pc riiuc n ti.ll on v. i t h i ji cv.- j t j \ ■ ■ - : ■ m k • i . • 

O/Z/er Expectations 

During many of tlie porsorral intorvi owi^ oop.ductc ': 
by bICD staff in Washincjton early iri thi^J study, othu^r 
GXt^ctations were also expressed. (See Appendices 
B-ot \^nd B-2 . ) 

The highest deyroe of interest focused on h.ov; and 
'to what extent 

FAP concepts were beir^y designed and developed, 

2 , d ay c axe services were i n f 1 u e need o r a f f e c to d 
by the FAP pretest, ^ 

,3. alternative models of day care i:<jr\ 'vs 
were being d e v e 1 o ^.i e d and tested, an 

4. the.Jimli.iplicity of organizations and agencies 
•were working together to achieve the 
goais of tae pretest. , 

T h e s e » o >: e c t a t i o n s h a v e been c o n s i d e r e d i n a s s e s s - 
in>j LlCD findings. 

PRE-PLANNING. 

When Vc^rmont received its iiEW contract wiitch included 
tlie coiiduct of a statewide F/AF child care prete^st in 
July ,■ !.970 , that**>vent was merely a transitional stop in a 
..long planning process wnich had begun :i^n . U'ashington in 1968 



' ! 'J I n W i ! )(. ; V L-' 1 u:- , I ' n t \v i ; r c o c v o 1 i j i '.j v i i o C onc-.n^n 1 1 y 
C' KMU i.n<i Lfd Chil-.i Circ t4-C) iclua, icw nO^jj^-^^'' -i ncoinc 
t'l:-: ..iTiU 2iu'o:ii*' i n t. cnKi ri'jL. v;lm'v_' bi^i.nq pre;;-. 1 .mJ 

1 1 ; : . I. u ci u n c.i c r 1 (. ' f i , • r a I u u f < i. t;u s . 

V-'o J ■ i : 1 •■;ut(..'iiujn , jisr, ...Led by .Jji;i Lyciay, is credii.ini with 
iMviij-,- " i:;-.-L.'nLoci" VAV in Lh'j K.iJl ol llJGH whiK' scrviirj 
<:t i-: b u ! V u L • ; ; ,i :i L ..i n I: S c c i ' u L j r y t' o i: 1 n c o r ii M a i. 1 1 1 o n a n c ( :? i.j i ni 
iioc: i -.1 1 :\>. w !•'<: s on t lie v-; t: o f !: o f 1 1 .c As s i t sin t Sec r-. ■ t. a ry 

f<-)r P 1 ..ini; J. H' ; tivi f'iVJ 1. ua L ion , Alict- Mvlin. 

i n LH^cV.-iiibor oi l^h'i) , V;orbh baseman ^nd ror;uL.'V" Covi ;. '/o.^sl^-- 
rutn Molvin Lairci (Lhcn rankinq ininority ;::tjiubor on Ll;io v 
Approprial: if>ns Ccnnnii t" tee) were i lirumen tnl in pc rsuad in>j X«J 
LhL- Wij i_ Lp" lioui-wj Lind Die Of face. of Manafjcmon t and budcjet 
{ tile n U()i3 ) t o app rove a scries of I n c omc H a i n t c n a n c e 
eivpc J Liuunth; tc be runded by iibW, as suq^jusLoci by Jim by^.iay 
anu <.;eorvjo CLu;ca'.;no. 

One outcj L'ov/tli of the eohj.ii tu'.en t to fund Income Mainton- 
a n e L' o :•; : .> e r i 1 1 :o h t.s w a s • t b. e d e c i s iA>n d u r I n t j 1 9 G 9 to c a j; r y 
out a statewide Income Maintenance Gxporii;ient . 

Tiiroui-diou t 1969, the idea cjained nioiucntuin as tho' 
i'lesieent announce'l his Family Assistance Plan. In Veir.iont 
Goorue Carca-jH'^/ under a tjrant from OEO for data processincj, 
w I' o t e a p .J y L- i. ♦ entitled An IncouAe Supple ment Plan f or Vermont . 

by the summer of 19G9, George Carcagno and Jodie Allen 
had developed a statt.-wido incoiVie iaaintcnaiico plan. \\E\< 
a>jencies becjan proi)arin^.; Cor F7\P implciuantation after the 
bill had, passed the Congress. 

In line v;ith tho President's August broadcast in which 
Ilo announced "expanded day care services , " the Office of 
'management and budget urged OEO to "push ciay care • " 
Meanwhile, Vermont Governor % De a ne C. Davis / was anxious to 
start the pretest. * 

In December, 1969, Jodie Allen (who was on the staff of 
.the Assistant Secretary for Planning Evaluation) made what 
appears to be the first ciiild care -income !.\aintenance connect. ioi\ 
i:\ a moiuO to Jule Sugarman , then Acting Director of the 
0 f i: i ce o f C h i 1 a De ve 1 opme n t . 

Internal HEW memoranda dated Kovember/Deceniber 19G9 
indicate a commitment to tlie Vermont pretest and a decision 
to go to the White House directly, "to save time ,"' rather 
than ^tti.. activate the Protest Advisory Group set up by t!io 
Under "IT'ecre tar y . In December, 19G9, the final decision on 



jr. :■■ 



1 (' l-«it ■ ... 
lu i ■•hi '..-t i. 



I v;:.(.>t.o Lh.it. "....the Liay v\';j-(' w.ss 
, lvL<,My i : I. . m i . . . . ^' but t:i),.il lit Wu.^ ^:crK; i lu: ht ■ r j j 1 1 c:> i : 

J I j;ii..--fL; i !^ a s h i i: : t o :i i.;ic LiKiot^ ; 

1. .V;iK^ \-::\\ inaku t.ht,.' 'i'..'C is i^Jii:.. ? 

■> . . i -1 !. 1 .1 1 1 J <j i; V :• s i j c.) n i. i J e ? 

1 1 1 i-i . 1 r c 1 1 , 1 D 7 0 , o h n Man t : o ; iicM: y , • 1:; \jq c i a 1 A s : i i : - 1' i a L 
V ( i i I L iv S L' . : L o t". a i; y i p. c ii , \\\ c t . in V e r ; ; . ori L \ ; i t: h L h. ( j C ( : i L t ^ r ' i i 
j r.\:o:i;o Ma in tonancO i'ro tcs t-. . . 

A b o u L_ thi z til 11 c , John Mo n t a oin o r y v; i" o t o t. o v; i 1 .1 bun 
f,;orhah:, whc; v;ai^ now r]a,asiooi:t of tho IJr-ban ln:^titnto, ar^ki::-: 
i ib tho ini^tituLO consider caij-yina fjut the ob«-'a''- 

t\unvil phar^ax^^:!i-<.)iK|ii a nuisi.ciiarv oor oora t i on . . . ? " '""r-a; 
tlK- Urban institute docJ, inoci, the Ver.'nont VAV t.roj^o.soi 
v; a s \v r ]. 1 1 o n to include the s c r \' i c a s o 1 1 1 e Ma t } i e lu. a t i c a 
C G I'i.io ration i o r ; ) 1 a in i i n ^ ; ays i i > t a nbe , a t t h.e ^ viy; < j e i:". v. i o n o i 
Jodie Allen. 

■ So 1 1 seoiiLs clear that tl^erc was r^vfjiy inteiition oi 
c o n d u c t i n c; a full seal c A 1"' ; h ■ c j t e t i ii v'e i: i ;:o n t . 1 n d i,.- r; d , 
t he I n a j or p o r t i o i-i o i t h e f-! a t hi c ivi a t i c a c-' C i o r s / c\ ^ < \ i r v 1 
t o i-j r G t. o s t i n t : a ^ A i ■ i n oiuci ni c i i n t e n <ri n c ^.f f ^ J. a n a n c i i t { ; j. - o a i ' 
t li a t t\\ L- (.M ^i 1 d car e po r t i. o n . o i ;Aa t h erci a t i c «.i " s wo i" k w a . 1 1 ;o :: t 
cui af tor t iKJuyh t . 

In Vermont., early in 1969, Gcorc;e Carcaano anti Kafnieen 
Futrell wrote the ?^AP propos.al as eini.'loyecs of the Stote 
Off ice of iJ£ononiic Opportunity. iiathy I'utreil wrote trio ■ 
child care j.)rotv/jsai and cont ir.ucir: to j.-lay the r^aior rolr; .i ri 
tlu.. pianniiHj of KAP child care services. 

In July of 1971, John Montaoiuery, bi rector o: the hl-.b 
rajiiily Assistance Piannina Staff in Vvashirf; top. , api^od n f.ea 



r 



\ \ i \ . u c 1 a 1. A s i .'.^ 'c ^-i r. L : < ■ • r i i . t »_ j- a : c; r; c y 1' 1 a i ; : ; .i : ^ ; , : i r y . i . 

i-iior l,u Dr. (Jronin's appo l.;:;o:i 1 , l:hc :.o:^ :i l; i.cMi f'T iM. i-. 
Was chtiU'-jcci twiCL . liiitjally J:a';.'u;.L '.t. J... tin !.» i m 

siiip fior. Lho sviiuiuOJ of ] C 9 ' un L i 1 ijO'j'..'i,;bc r , ^'^wO \-:vx^\\ 
/'.•I :a''.a^icM; took over. Gi'OJ' ior scrvi_'ci i :i LliO p(u;it;ic;:i 
a:;Li .l .:u]y, 19 71 v/h<.;n I>r . Crc:nin s.:c;^a^L'aoL: 

:roa|< inclut.'lod ro}.' ja.'Son la l. i ve:-; 'j! .'W^.. , t. 

a:o i-yA, Lat o r j i 1 ly . tri ci ;-;ot i.ncJaL;«.' anycMiv' * i'^-'-i '-'^^ 



. 'Hi^.: ■ oil 1 id Cure £::or;.i. onoa t: rocuiV'j:.i coas^i aor a: :-;ay: t.a I. 
..aie: a;-a-: J s t: aiicc fro;:! Saiii Cj: ..nato Dia;cot.cir of Da\' C.ti''- i:i 
t i (. ) J' i' 1 u e • o f CI 1 i 1 ci Uc •■.'o 1 [ji'ae n L , wivj \\\\ c t; i o^ncJ. . - ' s y r i :■ ,i . 
i tjci'j uOi:f-:a ] Lan t to v.ho Vori.ionL a ay oaru sLa-f-i'. 

iiy M ay of J 9 7 0 , o r c; a n i z a t i o j^. a .1 }.a- o ; j 1 ^ . : - 1 s 1 u a i x- a' J n 
to coiiii.w.' to 4.^) r' .1 1 1 or. t ion w i t: i i y 1 i '.-y q uo t i on s . I 'r . C ' it.] i j ; >. ' ; 
;!ior.ior a n ciur;-. to y. r. . i-lo n t a onic r y , a u o t lc. be 1 cv: i n t'. u J .1 , i u I" I a c t :;. 
soi:,e oi" tiluj ja'ObicKiS iiihcront in usi:^; e;-:isti;ii j i I'.h: L i t a {. .i oii<:j 
l" o t. n t.^ v.- a K d t. r i o ci s c i' \< i o o c i e ]. i \^ o r y y t c : n s . I t a i i.^ o a ho \-; 
1 1 r l; e :•: lent to v.' h ich I i K \\~ PA s t a f l" v; a s i n vo I v o d in I he' 
acve lojvi.H:')! t oi FAi"~' ciii Id care piannin;;.' 

As I yointoci out to you iji our ciiscussion on 
M f ; n d a y / t I'l e r o are s oine i.} r ob .1 cii i s v; i 1 1 1 jj r e s o n t 
V(. i .•;;onti plans . It. is my undcrs'taiidint; that 
the devclopiuont of child care soTviccs, 
liconsijnq and mo]iii:orintj v;ill be the 
res|jons'dbi 1 i ty ot thb- OKO State Acjency wi ih 
Llie :-.;ta|to "^-C Conuni.tteo aci-.in,y in an 
adviscn^y capacity . All stai'1; ^ f.or tlii:.i 
effort 11 ]jc part of Lhe Ofeo Agency. 
The pLaimincj period will be.bsod for 
a.l ] ocat i ny' funds bo tween pro.^jc o t grants 
and \-endor payments f or ser^-i acs . Tlii s 
rdai^i would demonstrate an ap: iT:>ach v;hich 
iiiakcs. ;^'Ood admini st rative S",-; .:. so- -opera - 
t i o n a 1 res po i": .s i b^ i 1 i t y to a I'l y ■ a :•: i s t. i . n a a. a o n e \' 
wit'r; the a d \' i c e of the ; 1 1 o r c'' i' e p r e s e n t a t i v o 
A-C -fifejency; however, it i^jnot "a r.ociel 
wiiich tests either of the t\vo major 
alternatives boincj considered by DHb*\v. 
These are havin^.; a State 4-C Aaency as . 
the r i n 1 e sponsor or having the 
•• . ■ ".'-.oparateu" Stjte Welfare Agency respon- 
s 1. ij 1 c for cli i 1 d care services. OE O as 
p jNi [ i , e grantee ia i M ; e State could use a 
iocai A-C as a local prime grantee and ^ 
■ . so make a limited test of this approach, 

it also cbiild have • a county welfare" 
d e '{.•■ a r 1 1 : 1 e n t act as a local prime gran t e e . 
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11 Diii.W iia'ii .my j^ro U;rL'!ic«.^s l or 
lia vi iv; r\' i . a')onc;_i devc in: > 
and adr,!! n i s tc.'i' child cm'c ^vi'\'ic 
loL-ally , it wouKi r.'.'ei;i ; rc i'o I'alj 1 
tusL this i n Vermont just a?; the- 
I'V'j lor rucl iiiCo:iio- i;ia i ntcnan<-.'c 
oi' fiiil iodoi'al j;i'Un.:.jt.Miicnt couJt-i 
i - rov i ae tochii ical i^i^ is tanct.- to 
State Welfare Aaency. TIk; 7\acnc 
would have • the s^an..'^ "^taf : iny and 
resijonsibi 1 j tioi= a;s outli.nod lor 
:is v;eJ 1 as tiio advisory link to 
State 4 - C Ccnuui t too , \ ■ 



the 



The a cK* a n t a c ; e s of this are, t h t the 
i'AP manpower traiuoes would be 
■aealinij with only, one a^jcncy, for 

apportivo services. It also\ 
v. >uld limit the coord ina tiny |}^roble;ns 
u L the locu 1 Kmploymen t Scrvicc\ Ayency . 
r 1 nally , .the . charter of the Coimr^an i ty 
Service^- Ayency to build up a ca;>\bi:. ity 
for dell /eriny comprehensive social « 
services to ail who nec thorn, charg.ir.''; 
a fee to tliose v;ho can afford it, v.*ol\1<^^ 
no t be subverted by encouray iny devo J de- 
ment of a competir.y ayency for child and 
family services . ^ \ 

' \ 

The expertise of OCD v;ould be. used for ^ 
holpiny state ayencies to develop yood 
plans, activatiny represent..: *.:ive advisory 
conmiittees and providiny technic cM assistance, 
to upyrade operations. 



HEW-FAf- STAFF 



Earliest work of the HEV^;~KAP staff was almost exclusively 
with the Vermont FAP planning staff which, al thouyh soinewhat 
remedied later, helped ' rein force the' separateness of the 
Day Care Unit from the Planning Unit. 

■ Wasliinyton FAP staff, driven .by an uryency to ensure 
that a Genuine FAP pretest come off successf rilly"*,'" ehcouraa--d 
a vertical relationship with 'the Vermont Planning staff 
whicli by-passed routine state organizational channels. 
> 

On May II, 1970, Fry Consultants, Inc., received a' ten- 
"week ilEW .iton'tract for approximately ?98.^ ') to assist the 
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St i: ]. in developing' an .overall do La ilea PAP plan and 
liivinaqoment. sysLoiii, includincj criliical path dcsiy^s. 'The 
c o n t r a ct did n o t i n c I u d o c \ i'i 1 d c a i: e or l: h o o L ) i o r FA P s e r \- 1 c e 
co:-.\ponen Ls . Tlierc is no evidence that the Fry Report luns 
been uyed ior the Vermoiit pretest. 

IJarly on, Vcrniorit requested approval " to :^e helti han;.- 
]e.sj" tor any increase.s in the welfare rolls which iiii^rht 
rusuJ, t tror.^ the inco-:ue. jwaintonance pro test, activity , but 
liLV' re L used on the ".j rounds th.it the .state had a coiuMii tUKjnt 
serve all its elicjible citizens. 

V.'hen the income ir.-i in tenance- coiviponen t . was suddenly 
dropped {a Washinyton •.loeision) , conflict developed amony 
some members of the !ibW-FAP staff over the issue of continued 
pretestiny of FAP . One poinL of view held that "any yooa 
analyst can cksvelop a workable service .system , " lience, 
such pretestiny was a waste of resources. There was aTso 
criticism of the plan to develop a Model Federal -S ta te 
AyLeeinent for replication on the grounds that such a model 
drawn from Vermont v/ould be useless elsewher.i , "except 
for Q few paragraphs, perhaps." 

But sufficient support for the pretest remained, de.-r^pi te 
its limited service scope, and tlie work continued. 

LEADERSHIP 

I n Wash ing ton , the Vermont Interagency Committee, cliair- 
ecl by Mai'y Jane Cronin, included representatives of DOL , OEO 
and the relevant HEV^ agencies. 

This grpup^ met regularly-and wois res|>onsible for the 
overall evaluation of tlie }jroject. It included project 
managers from each of the agencies witli a funded Veriiiont 
FAP componeiit and those agencies witli long range service 
re^ponsibi li.ties ■ such- as the Of&ice of Child Development 
and the Community Services Administration of SRS. 

Despite the leadership role of the hi::w-FAP staff, 
lAanageiuent by comi\ittee proved to be QS dif firult and 
elusive in Washington as it was in Vermont. 

In both places, it is 'generally agreed, no one was 
'in charger- no one person (cr even one agency) liad ul t i ma t-:- 
responsibility for all manjgcment decisions, for financial 
control, or for records and reports. 

As this was written (Octoner , 1971), the ilEW-Wel f a r ^> 
Roforiv, Planning Staff (formerly FAP) uhd<:M.' John Montgonicry, 
had overall authority for the Vermont prei'.'St, while James 
Garrett of iiF\;~SRS had been nam^'U the Progra;-! Manager with 
full resf^o-nsibility jfor pulling the hEW pieces together. 



The- I'oi.iL'ral : r t .■:'".'.:u. ; 1: .; sy:i^;]"'-- i';:' :: 

The '.'eniiont FAP pi^jtost folio, .ed tiiK.' 'Islk:] i : ; 

do r «3 1 a ' ; e 1 1 c i e :~ . i .s : ; u i ; th .it an o :■: t k ■ i' i ir. .i !. t. ; : ■. - v. i . ■ ^ 
0':i;a;,, ct'iild b-/ ;'L::u:^d and :;.a!)ac: i\\ L)\y \. iv : 

Ilia: \ J. ' J i n i ^ n ; : i,.- y . c a 1 c ; o r , c a 1 I y . / 

A:id v/hi\o oacl": ■c^.c-'-': ro.i;n a^icncy ("',"rv.i iv-i-'M i. : ] ' ■ 
it:;i coun t.( ■ ry a r t' a.;c-':\;.:y i ii \'(- ■ ' , i.'nr i;!:v,-l■^^:■ r.^: 
ntinuod to •■ 1 vi.th } jT' i -idt ■ r y y:i 1 i <.:y y;;c;,-; ( i . 

An ir. tor;:. : 1. di^y stalf :cv:<'' b-: ■ -c-h r : i, i ■ , . 

dorai I y I : 

a ..^ i:i:y, ;.'-ol:),lo! v/itli l*.':-ti.!^' 

scht.'a 'a I k in y.,;ic t-^l!K^^' : iij:^ noL l.'.'c a 

;::any yolicy aucv-; ti oi^s witi^ i'l'-' iici to day 

SO rvyices . T'ao i. nds of i ' m i 
(jues t ions vh ic:l:i <:.li ruct i y ci f f cm ■ : tli. ■ 
ciu:--]',;n of u r ?;cli(vii;Ics inci'udu-: 

vi ! Wjk.> s:y/\i ] a j'C'Cc i ' ij i i < r i t y 
to I" sc.: rv icc-s~- tlK.a-3e whc; 
" j-roduca the li iydiO'S t i-^iycd'f 
i. ]\ t o nn s of r c- d u c o d i' A i ' 
Ijcnof i t:*. coinj.^a rc'..i- to costs 
of subsidisation, or thoso 
who rypod it :aostr i.o., tiu' 
. " ;.>ou I'o.a t ? 

b. Av>' FAP subs id i '^a.^d f.-b.ild civi; 
^ ;\*ices aimed at | : a/ i d i n^j 

chi ] d dovolopnicnt 1 v i.cps r.a" 
iv,er(My cn^ibi inc.; * } <cOj J..o to v/cji^k 

!• ■ .=-.o.T;o comb: nation of thc^so 
tv;o obv-'^^'tivcs? 

:-'in''' ar • ,./o\j ] aan dcsianed t.c ana^ju j- i' 

o 1." t a j. n I- ■. - h a V i o r s , wo n c e d to do c i o c v.* h c t . ho i ■ tr; 
i i-osclyo t:a .'-o- issiics bofore iri:ol onicntatiojn r^f 

the protests, '! t)ior(. ^' Vi) bnO.y t.oist those 
sch.oOuios winch attcnipt ■ brin^y nut our 
[ ^ o i i c y object I. voi^ , or to t o t s c h o d u 1 .o s which 
in a y c ni o t o v a r j. o u s i .'f2> 1 .i c ■ a i n i g a n d to u s a ■' t i i o 
resLoItina evaluation dat.-, t.o iwfliioncc our 
t i na 1 o o I i c V d o c i s ; n . ^ 
/ ' ' " V ' . ■ 

l!owo\"or , it shoulci a I sa* bo noted that a.lth;ouyh 
f o o c h o d u 1 e s a J. w a y s h a \' e s omo r a t i o n i n n ,. o .t 1" e c t ? 



V 



. ■ _ - 8-} - 

c.;:: i .;v I-;,: . i.i:, t : it i V> 

vU i vU.; 1 1 MVS I'^tlluM Ui.jn ].v\: -illv t i; i t ; • 

Vi-- !"::. Villi. ' chjlu i i^laii v.\ii; vri.tt.^^;: !v 

IC.itiiy Kii I. J.o J 1 . us i : dWi'i 1 .jIj J i.i..iL:i :rir']' Lu r-j'Ji.M'/j.:!^,; fiv.* 
l^at h(.;nui tiCv'.t uata. :SintrL- tin/ Vc rnion L-r;i-:'r.' c:onLi"ji;L st'iuUiVrAi 
l-li.it, tiifi OporjLioii:j a; i; > j'c.;\\u.i i-y lii'^' ;juioi\.' j h m . 

ticjn, Lliorc WJ8 con.si imI i h ■ Vu':;-;' J tM.v i'^^lli ii: Mop. t [ 1 1 1; i 
v'va;~iiinij ton , to laovc or. i i.i'.'ci.'; i r :•. . 

1 n i'ld I'ch , 1 'J 7 1, t« re v i >;o t.; C i i i. Ui L\n\ • ( ) i )o r d t. i ' . 1 M . n . 
v;ar^ uicJ.udou in ^l^>J-hoiiKj:t_ic^i , \'';..U:!;>f VI, ..:s Ch>i;.'UM- IM 
al. tor it had ij*.'cjrr''mbd'ririecl~t.o i . t fodural 
roqui rornenlis , 

Following 'jtjvoral months o,i! netjotiations on dut. ^lils, 
'•i.iry Jane Ci.'onin sent 'John ."^U^n t^jonu' ry a sei'lu't:; o' "dt/ois i < mi 
submittals" i;. March, 1971, in v.i^iich she rt/coiuaicncu/d tli._U: 

1 "The contractual |;)rovii-;ion fur an 
expe rinion tal vouchor syst:oiu should 
be waived" on the ciroumis of Ve riiion t ' r-; 
inr \ £ f i c ion t popu 1 a t i.on dons i ty . 

2. "'i'he time period f oi" '''ol it; i b il i ty .for 
child care so rvi c:i.i.s bo nciotiablo 
to c'l c c oiiunod a to o x i c j cnc i o s . 

3. "...'in kind' contributions shall not 
be assesi--ed as cost items for purjjoses" 
of do teriuir incj tiic appropriate child 
care rate structures" in order to 
equalise utilization of. both FAP 

. and Tit.le,. iV-A resources. 

4. "One. fee schedule sh.all be tested 
in. Veriitont. . .bovjiniainq April 1, 1971 

...with fai.ilics receiving.; 

Title IV- A chi Id care service:' -is 

• of April 1... ' qrandf athercd ' to 
prevent :;.^sultant increases i:; 
costs to theiii. 

Tlio s e r e ccauiiv: i t a t ,] on s ro f i cc t . t h o re a 1 -wo rid a d j u s t iv.e n t s 
of the planners durip,-.; the p^lanninq |;rocess , and the need for 
a rational inteqration of i-ilannlnu anci operations activi. ties, 
}e<-; art: less of respective fundiiKj .source..^. 



Or;o other coiiuiii-nt i.-- in orcii..>r here. Desr.'-i t o v.ii<al 
.'issu r .^iic*i;» from Wasi^ii :uj ton 1:^.5 Veriiiont t'nat the (.^pe r a t i v-nr- jjl.i'.i 
ii.id been approved, thei'e is rva cvicirjnce. that v.'ritt*-;; .ipp;'(.i-,'a i 
\ iw ;;-lar. v;as ever sent ' voiw V.aslii ir; t.on ei" receiveo m Vi; r;-,'.. -n 



OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 



o i 1 - 



i . il^'. tiuj Vi'ily (/ou: r'..::^'::l s r-,;..'! .l- 

^■ .M^j.-i n .5 vuui I'L I 1 i ii^ in. l!:*- ^'l.O-iil.V, A^; i il-:- v, n t. , I'i.o :.[..: \ , 

< ■•I'X.'Si^ ri.'i'.i 'M':.- r:":^::, iii^.-r'A!' >ir:-. .vl: v. :u; i iv.; ) i; r :i ■ni'v, 

t'lvicc- v;h.i . I't ovtn; ^.i.iv i.: r j t. iC'UJ^ i" ro::. {.l;c :/-lit ^ 

i Mr;r of t:v.'0 ^- .1 r.;;: 1 . . 

i'ri.y) and tin • • 1 t. i .r>i: ri-(>^M.Kr ih.:V>-\vy\.i'-'\-A. - w^d 

t: Pa ■ 'J (. r i c c'..' -.-o f V )} : t > r t i o Pi . 

houii a r t c r wa r d , M. i ry A; i n " U y y s c • i : , ( en C f. ;y I v' ' s t < i j' V ) 

c.ai^ior sta L f iuc:i!'.bcjx*s ;>:.i i (,i a v i s j t If.'i 'r-y.^nt.iio i j ^ ■ r \ v. O:: 1 r.t' • r , 
19 71. - / . ■ " • 



FEDERAL REGIONAL OFFICES 

l''c>.r Lhu must poirt, ^:^it.' iW'M n ■•■ ; i rina 1 c; f f i ■ i n I'ur-l f,n 
ha^i not lji:on claoply i iiV^jlvoi-l j-n t:.*- i ; ly or i a:: i/ (.ic^:- \ .• i c ips ^'oi 
cctrnirK.. -..'u' VoruK^nt TAP chil'.i '.a-.rt; [m^'L^/lM. rt;c <:■:('..■: 

t: i o n o ■ s O! e ^ i r 1, y v;o i:): A-.-i t a Juj t: L y t,; e ( ; .i y- . . ' 1 a i ' i . i j • I 
V.arci (OCD) , thoro had Ijopn liLLlo continuity betva^.a^ A.tp.lni 
ton and Bo s t o n c >: c o p t i" o r s o\v,q o c c s i. o i\ 1 i-" /\ I ^ c: op. t a c 1 r, w i < t 
bL'tty Collins and "Isuci" Nutc. Suc iioiya. v.^d^ V.Uc ^1C'0 Ct/iu^uu!" 
tiy Kc [ ^ r C'.iit,' J ) t a f. i vc i: o r i S t a r L , }•' AP a d 'P i I I i V - A . 



l\lioaboi i-dwarcis , Ass ii^ t apil i on a 1 r/i'rLi,{; tor \'uv nh i ! ' 

[)ovoloj>n>ojat i.p iioi^tciji, fu-va boi-n uioi'o dir<-.-clly. invu I -.^'ci v. 1 1 i, 
Ve t !■ .L' r 1 1 ' 4 - C t > ro< ; r a la . s i n c c i \c w j-j a I o 1 1 i i J' f ■ a I'l of t. i : . 

• }-'o a e r ■.; J. I <e : i o n a 1 C o r a 1 1 i. 1 1 o o ( V HC } w h" i c ) i . yi <: : v e 1 1 1 1 ' t . i t o - 1 : . 
in-VL'rniont official rococjni tion in 7q^ril^' 1970, Mir fi.r!:i 
ol tho f i f ty s ta tcs' so rocoym i zvi\ . i-.os tpn ro<^ i ^^na 1 Oi:o i. , 
i\ o t p r V i o u s J y b c n cone c mo d w i t h t J m ■ ; ia:;o 1 1 1 p i a ■ L ; :-; t , 
but becnnio uiroctly involved in. Sc\^lciv}jcl- l- 1971.. 

/ 

In G'Xan'.ini ny W'asi^i ny ton/iios ton rt-l/a ti on5-:h i.pp> , v.x: 1 0'< jia 
f "o r G V i dc acc ^.i o f . adiu i p. 1 t r a v 1 vo docc n 1 1/ a 1 i. a t i o ^ i s c o ri : i : ; ' 

• vv i th I'Ai' poll cy , O ii the b s is o 1 o u r 1 j. i .li f a :• c ; la • s ( • a. r c 1 i ( 

a p I-, o a r o d 1 1 ■) < i t 1 v a si li n r; ton v:a s wo r k i n q d ,4 r o c : (. 1 v v; \ i:h V'V a- t : u- . n t 
1 o r t h o IT) o s t I -> a r t , b y - p a s s i n c, t i i c ^ r r- --^ j/ca i . 

a 

Thu l"ollov;inq_ incidont prca-K.r.ta i ',:bod i 1 1 uaa. ]*a t j on <j 
tho [^robloii'. - _ ^ ' - . 



1 11.: 



1 r: 1 



1 1": 



J 7 f 
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I^ICD h^as not 1 



'''''^ 'i ' ''■'•'■'•-^ ^--^-^ 

■ of u.<. 

bi.ito ..V:<.,„^-v, 

tuiu.s u,u;or '/'iLu. iv-:-, 

^ '-.'^ ^iircctly Lo the OKO A .mcvV 

c.Jr t V- >•'■ •■• l;-^'^ lUO ci.iV CM]- 

^■^•^V care 

c..aL,,K. the reports?:. 
iJ'i-l^L CSA h,:ivc the s -t. 

oc.tod a reply- to th x^s^ xnqux ry . ■ 
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STATE-FEDERAL RELATIONS 

h. .:, t;ir..j- f)f tho p.i i-d(!c) 'u'l-;.. uiK:o'.''iH."(.'d i.n thib. in\'u:;ti- 
•j.tlj'-:,, idwwd rii.iL Vcii^ionL, Lliv L l." ael i t i oi i a 1 I, y anLi-l«.'tJ- 

:_;t,^t'lr , .jjnulatoo thf' :» h i. ric; i.nii ljU rnau c; r acv 

i ; : ■. w : I ■ ! n j X J a a : ; (. a t < j a < j < j a c i. :-j > \'c > n to L !:i (j t .> >: ti-i \ t. o f o a 1 1 ia i y] , 
i { :; ■I'a.a'.L'i.fS l^y llnj V;^.i sh i iiij ton na;u(..*:i , r,ia toh iav_: st^.iLo aaonciua 
o I) K' i r 1' ui i n j .^^I'ou rcA.-'i .. ■• 

Ap.ut froin tho occas ional 'conl; u«.i oii j i:ov;i iva cnit. of 
) fioii t j. I i ca L i on pi'oi; J.cins , r.i more s.i.<jni f ic.in t issnio C';:'or';o'i, 
UiaL oL I evi(; ra 1 /r: L a Lo autonomy/ and tho ra I: inci .i n(.i..>['ondono(.j- 
■<j\ : ; t .. 1 1 1.' ^1 n d 1 'h; a I j ii r i .s d i c I i, o n. .s I: r cj in t ! uj .i. r f e d t m' a 1 ar id i i 
;;uu 1' Ct.a-; . " •• ' 

r.a :;f.'d oil our obso rva t ions of the child 'caro !,)ro tohi t , i t 
a i > ; > ' ' a r ^.h i t )i a t V o r ni o ii t v/a s r o s p o r. d i n g t o a fed o r a 1 ' u I a n - i" a t h o 
Lh^jii dovL'.iopln^,: a la tc?v;ido jjlan to moot its own noudt^ with • 
icdcral r<jrujurcos. ' . 

IJLK ' to I i iiii i t i ons of tiivio ami s ta f1" , wo cou Ui not r 
(.■;-:aii: j. no thi;: idicai' JHioiKjn duriaiy the planninv;! pha.sc. 



LOCAL-STATE RELATIONS 

, . Ccm; tai.-'^ci ues' ,tG I'.dmir.iiitrative problem's we;ro (,iiseovorod 
Jdurin^j til.:- 'pilot :-;ite visits l.)y Ll.CD staff in late Aucjust and 
early iio; '■.^mljor, 1071. 7he primany ))urposc of those ' 
pilot \' I s.: '.s was to prei.ost. the sites interview . ^■ 
instrir^v/iit::. to be used in invest iga.t inq FAP cn^irl 
care (;{-ieraL i.(jns at the locral level . \ve- also liojjcd to learn 
a little about Vermont's state and local cliild care relation- 
ships (jarin;; th.: suuiiiier^ of 1970 in-order to sluirpen OJar 
as.sessiuch t of the admin Tst rati ve sys tem .;, ■ - 

J ■ We found that th^e ^ f b^lT^wany problems v.'ore universally 
discussed .Th^riv -irorrolate ..-i/th si'nilar prold.eni^ at".. t'"i-3 .^tat.-; 
and" federal, levels: . 

1. Confusion over the PAP _ urouram, and' its 'real 
objectives. (Some thought FAP was a- for-.v. 
of Publ i c Ass is tance . ) ' " • • 

2. Incomplete, inaccurate and contradictory 
protjramjiiinq' information alonqside hiahly 
sophist ica ted t&chnical 'f i nanciai. in *' - ]-i;ia tiori . 

. ' . ' ' ^' 

. 3 . Muiti pie official coi/t tac ts leadina to con- 
fus^ion^vor who is in ..charqe of vd^ijjt. 
(Oniv -liVensers were always clcarl\- iccnt i.i ica. ) 




4 . • Co ]\iu'.-: i. oiv ciV e r l. i ^ ■• ]/': : > a c l o : i\i . i P; V 'i 

. uirrej.eiit t'/iM..--} (if A'hiju c.iic <iiKi • ' 
payniunL syst.t:!:..-; on//':. :ir.li i iy'ii. , i l.d iu.mi , | . ,? " 

C(.)iTii:iun i. t i e£5 . '■ / / 

S 1 1 1 q L' o 11 1; \' l1 .1 u Li t i c 3 iv (.) i' 1 1 1 c r :> | n:- r a L i 1 1 r. t . o ; : ; n s . 
conccLT.ed wit.1) hov; well tlnj j.-^\'slcr.i •A'.:>r kvu.] ad t)h„' d-liv^Tv- 
pa i II L s , L h o ff. i:^ 1 o c <:i 1> s L a L a c i i ii i n i s t r a t. i v o i > i- c >! > 1 ...'Ut '.-.-i.' r (. • 
i. ncly'decl • in Vciuine Ii. 



ORGANIZATION AL.RELATIONS 

W h o n W i 1 J. i a 111 S . C ow I e s , Jr., t o o k u f f; i. c c ."t :-i c: c i " t • I ..i i * y 
of tlic newly c'roated Vorniont Acjoncy of. ilunian .Sorvici^s on 
J a nua ry 10, 1 ^) 7 1 , he . 1 n ho r j tod the FAP ]: iro-Lc- s L i i, a 11 it s 
coniplo:-:i l:y . The Acjcncy/of ilunian Services {/as. dci^iahcd to 
cjrojp prcbleiii-solvincj ^^rvi-ces anci inc] udt;;d tihc .S La tc Ol'/C', 
the Dcpar t.niu'nts of Soc^ial Well:are, Corrections, llcaMh,' 
Mental ilea 1th and Vocational Rehabilitation, several of l:he 
Govorni.:i's Conunissions and the PAP Planninq Staff.. ■ 

In reorganiz incj the ?3tate administrative agencieii 
.Governor Davis had retained thq separatt} stat^U^ of both th(,: 
Dopartmqnt of Employinent Security and the ElKu-'ation Aqency. 

Awar^e of the qrowiny conflict betv;eon""the Day Care Unit 
and the FAP Planning Staff, Secretary Cowles ' assirjned a 
hiqh priority to the child cate pretest. aqu-.noy-wido ' 

objectives included a chanye in tlie cateqorical approacli 
to aervicos and,, he , beq an to. develojj a plan to jreorqanizu 
•h i s a (J 0 ncy for" inif.^ r ov ed u f f e e t i ve n e s . 

0 n e o i; 1 •; i,s e a r 1 .i. . j t ( ; o c: i ion ,s w a ,s to e s t a b I i 1 > n n 
Office of Child- Development which would bring ^oqetlior all 
child care services. 

The S ta to Of r ice of Economic Oppor tuni ty ' s Day Care Unit , 
under -Dan Holland, had ex[H>r iencu^d a rarjid qrov th and was 
responsible lor llc-ad Start, Title IV-A 'day cai-'.j, ^iay care 
licensincj and FAP day care. Mr. Holland also served as 
C h a i r ma n of t he ' S t a t e 4 - C Covmw i t te e . 

.'. " ' . ■ ■ 

Since the FAP 0;.K:'r j_t j. onc. Plan Wcts then und.Gr considera- 
tion in Washington and expected to -jotf' ^■•ndorway early in' 1971-, 
Secretary Cowles assigned his Directei? ,of Plan-nijiq, 
Lyma n S tuokey , the r i.-'S pon ^ i b i 1 1 ty f o r / cop rd i na t i n4-.' ^- Ji i' ^ ^ • ^^-'^ i' e 
pl-<£\nnina and opQra t \ or. \:ei*\por ar.i 1 y an t i is th^-.^ new ■ CCD 
caha.' ^into beiaq. -v'.' ^ / ■ ' 

M e a n w h i 1 e , p.c- u.a J . U i '.:) ii s on' the /c ix i, 1 d C a r e Ope r t i o ■ -i s ■ 
.^ P 1 a T i c o n t i p. u d w i t. \-\ a s h i n •• - 1 o \\ wh i I e c e [\\ p c r s I" I a r e d 6 \' e r 



r.ir.cjlly, tirouiid' A[^ri. J. , 197], \'orL.:i] cirjvrowi] oi. t 



o I .. r < i t j. c. n s j ' 1 > i ^.i s i c ; c::( .' i \ ' c 1 3 1' r i : ; ■. .: t s h i n t f ^ : i ^ i : k i 
.o| -era t i:r.' ^-ziicx-i bcuLiii '-tc I urn \s t ' ■ r . 



Cn\ Jaly I'/ 1071 ,.IX)L Jiid r-fu'iKirci .^^l ] ■.■■,]•: 

Vf\^ Mretc^'t co;.i|'v )ncMi ts' for jriQlhor ^ yo.-ir rf ;" t c r v.-}- j T'-::. I.: 

v h«j" !■' ) ' U- 1 nn i ^ ; S t. a f V I'j c- k oli i-u vi c ■ n I' i - r c 1 1 i. 1 d i.\ • n , t ; ; . i \: 

: n'L'" jjhlj ■ "«.:cono!i;y •. " 

s t ' :>c:-.L'n Lm urid i. nr» v rue ted th.e PAP i-itad t:o r(,:rfr.)in froiv, 



,/.t. 'this point, [jan llo l/land -v.-as dpj.ioir.ted AL-tiii^; nirf^^L.^; 
■Af SOt:0 and Lyinan 3toc)koy oor.tinuod' to cocrd-i na tf.: l.t.-th ?* 
d-*AP 'Jo 1 a"n'ni n<j and oixjratipns until Socrtitary Cov;!-^'^-: (.':-t.dd i .sh 
<d tlu-' Office o*f Ciiild iXvyeloi.iinent in AlkjusT, ]')71, .irid 
ap;yointod d'r. >Joa.n Labbott.its director. 

Dr. Iia))ljott, an N. D., as Director oi'^ t!ie',Of f i-c-e of. 
Matcrnai and Child Health ir; the State ilea 1 t h '\ Defsar t;.(en t ^ 
v.-a i~ v;e 11 res pec to d t hrou < : hc> u t t h-e i5 1 a to nd a pj ^e a r e( i /t o In.! 
CGMupletely accoiJtable to a ] 1 . f ac t ions . ■ Her jenuinc conctyi;n 
for _ the* wgI fare of children was unqucsi hionoci and her aciiui-n-^ 
istrative aljility ^eemcd 'to qcncrate optimisin.' liven •'i'oni 
Ua\'iH approved of her appointment. , 
'\ . > . * ■. 

At this v; r i t i n c; , she h cid 1'jO<j u n to e t a b 1 i s h a ■ wo^' k i n n 
rela t ionshij-> with the KAP Planning Staff ar^d v;as d(-t'^ly 
involved in the iniploir.ei^ ta tio'n of the Oijcra t i ons lUan. 



FAP PLANNING STAFF 

Frdiii die Ijoc; i rnii ntj , Goornc CarcJjgno and his staffMiad 
a cleav ^rsion of^ tlit-:ir iiiise^ion. They* undo rs tood and 
believed in the PAP protest and its^joals. 

/ ■ t • V "\ 

When Goonje Cai*jL,vuno and Ka thy^I•nitre^l^i; wrfjt'e the. 
child care p^-6posal^ they decided to place 'the ' c'}"A 1 d. care 
planners v:ith the PAP. overall, planners to keep * then, away 
Irom day to day operations'. -Given the same set of ei.rcur!5~ 
stancGS, th^ still think it was qi good idea ,. in s^^itc of 
tiie rift th^t developed between the staffs; 

\ After the income niainten^"inee V\^st was abandoned, the 
child care cor.ponent became dominant and I'"'u"trcl 1 a row 
to play dp ever-increasing role. She had been the prime 



i.:iiL iiJ'.:t 

■"....] IJ!';! Ml 
t / 

Vht; iv; 
I I. ■:,;(.■ II I i.n 



suor.tT i-f-.'^hi.^ hadi'i', t. but,-;) jiC) -juick t. ■ 

■ 's; ',^c.-. 1...H i o!V .jtboui ,t.!^-.' l ac-tor .js an . 

r 1 : J. . 'i'lu' i v, off i cos w*/ jn.' sr'.u ' i .i ,1 b ] ch; 
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. 1 1 K' v; ay o ( ^ i i 1 ii t r a t i o i\ , h or 
; ; U I t ' s ij t.; I c p L i (. i n o t. i 1 1,.' c; _ 

r/ir y . . . L- :■: j'. uo t- KAb oh i. i a oa ro to boo n:.io^ 
ot;K.;nt. of day caro'. . .only conc^orni 
tho ox.i.uuiv; ion^ of day care , not 
t iitod In the FAV r>retest'. . ./nado 



no'. 



uno ( 
wl bh 
i n t o 



f>retest'. 

o the conuuunjity which couldii't 
bf ki'i-'l . . .hay inadoquato levels, oi" 
■ oa;:..flji .1 i ty . . . shovo- 1 iiioiicy ou t . , . not 
y wi'.linq to rvm operations in a 
' ■ syij l enia t ic: \;ay ...did no t ' provide 
teclmioal ass la^tancc " or trainintj oh' 
how to run A-C. or. /iay .care. . .dopGndL^.i 
• on |,)la'nnincj staff to\: writing of child 
f care proposa 1 s . . .. di d not doveloj.) 

adininistrative procedures ... por^jonali ty 
^ coni; 1 icts . . . belt threatened bt^cause 

l-'AP clo^nanded "a managed concept of , < 
. ' day /care" and they couldn't deliver • 

it. , .licensinc-j statiLitics reflect • 
. ■*backi.oq of catchi;<>;i up, not. urowth... 

Cunent Status o ■ , ■ 

• ■ 

• The" Cliild Care ..Planning S taf f '..assumed i!;aior respe»ins ibi 1 - 
ity-for the preparation of the. Operations Plan, w^iiclj, in 
essence, cstablisliod basic FAP child care policy and defined 
tliG general operational parameters fcv, the delivery of cliild 
cafe services. ' ' 



This s ta f f ha-d also been ' involved in designing and 
iinalyziny child .care information from Ma the.iua t ica ' s screeninu 
and bas*eline survcvs. ^ > . 
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At this writing, tlie FAP Plc::nning S tKf f • h^d • evolvecf into 
promoting , co(>gii*^^i^^-^*'^"' ^nd' providing technical assis.tance and 
tr^yjing on /^rdceduift^s . -It was concerned vr^ith intora\jency re- 

ortiny and (in'forma/ion systems, mak^ng^ sure tbat shifts of 
responsit^iV»y and/referrals "functipied smoothly. 

The staff was developing procedures for' data collec-tiQn 
and shared information to r.educG duplication of effort. 

• . \ ■ 

\ , DAY CARE OPERATIONS STAFF . . ' 

The State OEO liad been interestetS in child developiripnt 
a/jd 6ay care for several .years . This was an important 
, factor in the decision to plage FAP Child Care "OperatioAs -in 
the" SOEO Day Care Unit. . ' " ^ . 

- -a ' , : i 

SOEO Directof, Tom Davis, while serving on'. Governor 
Phillip Hoff's stafif^'in 1967 , was in^^olv'ed in a. statewide" 
investigation of hui:3gci^"'»in Vermont a^ter a nationwide rappr^ 
identifiec^ one Veri^it county as a hunger area. 1/ 

Mr. Davis, Georqe Carcagno and- several others beganYto 
consider seriously the possibility of a negative inct^me t 
plan to -j^educe or eradicate ^poverty . At the same time*; th 
involved realized that employment 'of^ the poor, in any kind 
program, required -adequate day care services for families 
with children. * , 

When the President -introduced, his. family Assistance" Plan, 
Vermont was ready and ea^ger to test it. Dan Holland had begun 
to organize the State 4-''c Comj^iittee and newly elected Governor 
\Deane C. Davis sCTpported the idea of welfare reform which' 
included eiViployment and child ^care services. . * . 

\ • 
* 

George Carcagno a/id Kathy.Fut'rell wrote the Vt^rmont FAP 
• pr^fposal as employees cJf the State OEO and agreed with 
Tom Davis and Dan Holla/id that' FAP Child Care Operations 
should be placed in the Day Care Unit fin SOEO. ' ' 

* • ■ , V \ . _ 

•When the'»HEW-Vermont FAP contract became effective on 
duly 1,^970, Carcaano -and Futrell transf^erred to 
^ the new TAP Plannin(fl Staff , i under the Depa-r-tment of Social 
'vJelfare, and Dan Holland beiame Director of Day. Care* Operations 
in the State OEO. . 

The Day Care Operations^^l"^ was staffed early in ■ 
Octc/l:>er 1970 wi tti" terr itori'al assiynm.ents..' The.stciff consisted 
of" three program /developers , three training specialists and ^ 

si:-:- licensers, one of wlibin was chief licenser, RollarKi Gerhart 
' / ^ ' ■ ' , . * 

/. -—^^ . ' 1 » 

.V Hunger, USA by the • Citizens ' Board 'of Inquiry into Hunger 




and Malnu tri tic(n, in7 the United States (Boston : Beacon - Press ,* 
1968). 
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Vermont '^b fourteen counties were organized into three . 
• terri torier. , one with iiour counties nnd two with five 
■\ counties each, 

^\ ^ « Approximately 150,000 people ' j(ri each . territory , had the? 

, > poiX?ntici^ services of one program developer and one trainer. 

^' . ■ •'■ *Vhe four-county al'erf Was assigned one licenser** and tbe five 

"county areag each were^ assigned twb licenqers^ ■ 

^ * ^ ■ .' .On October, 19 70, there were an estimated 4 0^000 child- 

ren under tire ago of five in Vermont. 

' ^ * ' . ^ . ' ' . V. ' ■ . 

^ • ... Day Care Unit responsibilitiers' grew to include coordina- 
. . . * tion of statewide iiojad Start, Title IV-A founded programs, 

p ai]d operation . of *n(3- FAP child care service s;i'stem pretest'. 

. .*,._■•-•■.• ■ * " ■ ' • ■ ■ 

V " ' . « *• - '■ Dcin Holland, as-'chairman of the Stat^^ 4-C Con\mittee and 
. Director of the Day Care Unit, became the bridge' between the 

• two admin j.strdtively * unrelated orgairi»^tions , each of whicl'i 
• ■ ^ played an inyjortant role in the FAP clil\d care ^sy stem. 

• ■ • ' With its servj.c'e orientation, it was "perhaps"TTTevitabl-e ~ 

that 'the Day Care Unit's perception .of tiid FAP child care 
pretest was distinctly different from that of the FAP 
Planning Stqff . " \ » 

. *\ v" ' ^ 

' ^. . ^ Here, is essential ly , the operations staff's perception 
. . of the pliiining staff: , . * , ■ ' 

* ■ ^' ■ *^ " 

■ ' • . They expect day care to become one element 

■ . ' ■ / • ef FAP... are tied mojre to W£fshington 

I . . " ' - " ftha.n to Vermonl^. , .don ' t care'ai5but 

\ children, only ntoney . . . dpn ' t have 'up- ' 

_ „ " ^. V to-date in£ormatio7iv usually be'fiind in 

. . . . ■ time... have" interfered with community ' • ■ 

, ' ^ development work , meddled . . ...undercu t , • .■^"- ■ 

■j. , -. ' ga-ve contradictory advite . ! . w(2re ma<il.e ' p. 

• to discontinue field w6rk. . .Mathdmatica .* 

• . I - study implications 6f 'facts are exaggerated.,.^^ 
,p * are planninij. at the local level befon? 

J • . ■ , ^ ^ State IcLvel plai;ining* issues are * 

1 . ! resolved., are planning independently, ^ 

' j J . • * not systematically involving operations 

'\ ^\ ■ V staff... are not plannrng for children, i : 

.# ■ are planning for FAP... became involved 
with..Title^"XV-A Attorney General dis- 
cussions and caused' delay , 'confusion, 
^ mistrust are not familiar w^th. state- ^' 

' . ^ wide child care programs ... don '*t ' 

* understand the Vermont commurTity . . . 

ins is tec tj"ia t state financial proco^dures 
become* subordinate "to federal^ procedures.*. . 



ERIC 

r 



* In the s^;ring cf- 1971 > Lhe operaLions staff propose: 
:.uLO DiiX«rctor Davis . several reco^.uTlehdatioJiS (.if.iGivinod; to 
1 • ■ 1 V u I i 1 u > ; p. f 1 L c- 1 bo t v; G e n . t h j:- 1 a n n i nu a n ci o i:') c i" a t. i. ^ ii ' 
.:;.aifs. 'l-hfj-Sc. included; ' , , ^ 

i . • Th X I all po/i. i cy and ' r c f 'unci i nq doc i s i c")n s 
buLv.'cen Vornion't and ilpv;^ bo cloarod 
■ wi th t ho Cha j rm^W) of Iho Censor t-inni 
. « . (Cow 1 c s ) o i; Tj i 5 do s i f-^ n ec . 



^rhqt Day Caro Planning: ijc placed 
back in D:^y- Caro Ope r:j Lions , 
iinnedia tely . 

> r * 

3^ . ^ Tlia;: a mectinq be held wi.thin 
fifteen dciys between* thos^^? . 
v;ho c a n ox o r c i. s e pel i c y d c'c i s i o n r- 
at the state and fedcrui Icv^.'is 
to agree 'on . an operation* pJan 
■that-, f wnds JjKi.y bt3 expended at 
an acct3lerar*>iri rJ.ite doiiing the 
last quarter. ' ' 

4".""" That^sv^e review the intent of HKW 
in the whole' FAl^ o>:pe : imen t -in 
Vermont. 

« 

^ 5. That ther^ be only one chii-d 

agency in /ermont and one yoai 
! / for Vermont — cliildren. 



/ . 



It was further suggested that on<i of two a.ltornativ 
course:? of action be take.n* if ^khest? recommendations wore 
iiot feasible. Thf» alternative^ were:\ 

1. That the Director of Operations « 
dnd the Director of Plannixig be ' 
• relieved -of their assignments 

■,. , ' .and both units placed ,under 

, -the direction and supervision 

of someone in Secretary Cov;les' 
office , or 

■ ]' 2. That the stcite discontinue the 

' ■ PAP pretes't as quickly as 

feasible except for .the direct 
^ grant with Rutland 4-C whic)rj' runS 

for one year and no further ^' ■ 

' cojj tracts be executed at this 

y ' time. The state should thereafter 

look for funds to expand itsj 
. , services through Title XV-A.I 
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* EvidGnt2.y , ■ the only subsequent actions related to theJse 
r<?coinnienda4:ions appear to bo the* designation of. Mr. CDwley' 
Planning Director/ hyman Stookey/ a$ "-coordinator -liaison"* 
betv/een the two units untiJrthe establisliment of the Office 
of Child Development under^^^an Babbott in Auiju:;t/ 1971 . 

■ Current Status ' ^ . . 

i 

As of pctolx^r) 1971, Dan Holland continued as A-^Mni^ 
Director of SOEO and Chairman of the S tate 4-C ComiiiitLoe . 

Joan Uabbott and GeorcjQ Catca^no had begun to clarify 
•relationships, as the FAP Pl.mni.iig Knit provided assistance 
in child care system develo^:>ment and monitoring. 

Bob Stauf'fer, one .of the FAP child care planners, w/is 
transferred in October, 1971, to Lyman Stookey in tl'o Atjcncy 
of human Seryices, and had been temporarily detailed to CCD 
for systems work. * • 

^* " <> 

■ . LICENSING . ' '' ] 

■ ^ ■ . . A 

^. The -first puhlic control of day care in Vermont was • 
esl^ii)lished by the State Legislature in 196'6 when it 
required the State Department . of Social Welfare to licerise 
day c^re facilities. * . 

Prior to that, the Foster Home Finding Unit had three 
. li'censers, each of whom spent 90^ time. on foster'homes aiid 
10% on da^' care. "From 1967 until August of 1970, only forty 
day care licenses were issued. , / • 

In July, 1970, day care licensing was transferred from 
Social Welfare to SOEO and in September, 1973, -Rolland Gerhart 
was- hired as Chief Licenser. Hit; contract began 7/1/70, but 
.active transfer began September 1, 1970 due to f!rfbcedural 
personnel delays. ' ^ 

■ As the nev/ licensing director, Gerhart began to • ' 
/develop a licensing, system. 

Even th<^ugh the 194 7 Administrative Procedurrj Act re- 
quires certain hearing.s, there Iviye been no chal lengcis , to 

date. , -1 " . . 

* . ■ * i3 

Undqr the L966. law, licensing) is required of every chiid 
care facility which- car'es for children of more than two 
families. Tliis provision has exempted many home care 
operations .which otherwise meet minimum FAP ciiild care 
standards. There has been considerable confroversy over this 
parental optional " selection of home facilities which are- not 
^ • , , 



/ 
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required to bo licensed under Vermont lavj , *and the way this 
exemptiion was used in FAP child^care planning ^to f^ind day 
dare quick.iy. .u 

' ■ Some of the custoditil versus'^developmental arguments 
trace their' origins to the first E & D (Experimental and 
'Demonstrations ) , manpower project in 'Burlington-Morrisvillo 
when "many participating homes were found to be unlice<nsQd 
and considered -to be substandard by tne Day Care Unit. 



By December' 31, ^1970, Gerhart had completed a new 
set of licensing standards which covered day care, kinder- 
garten, nursery sj::hoci and what s/erfnont calls nor.-recurring 
day care st:5rvices, i.e., temporary care for children of 
seasonably employed parents . • ^ . 

At the end of ^^10 ^ Gerhart .reported a t^otal of 91* 
licensed dav care facilities itemized as follows: 



Private 
■Licensed 
sFacili ties 



Ho»e.s- 2 8 
Ce^ite^rSp 17 



Totals : 



Pjiblic 

^licensed 

Fa'ci li.ties- 
r 

Head Start 
Title 'IV-A 
Plodel Cities 



20 
17 
1 



38; 



icensed 
Slots 



424 
512 
30 



966 



Filled 
Slots 



: 3S9 
235 
25^ 



649 



Vacancies 



35 
277 



317 



(*Note: A discreparfcy of eight centers has not been explained) 

(Note: ■ Private day care services operate on* the fees for 

service they aenerate)- , * 

»/ ^ ■ 

6 ' 

Along with the -rest of the Day Care Unit, the licensing 
function was t^ransf erred, to the new Office of Child Develop- * 
ment in August^ 1971. Licensing can be gxpected tc play an 
important standard-setting and monitoring role in implementa- 
tion of the. FAP Child Care Operations P,lan. 



IFJFORVATION 

Information, as one"' of the ij^^fe important ingredients 
in planning, appears tio have beer^^verlooked as a major V 
category for sys t^ynization in the Vermont dayicare planning 
process". ,. ' 



There was no evidence of a master, plan to collect, select, 
sto^re, use and distribute i.nf ormation . Instead, the fragment- 
ed program approach: seems to have wound its way through 



Washing t<j)n / flown up to Vermont/ and touched every facet' of . - 
the planning process. ^ 

With respect to information, program compon^'nts in / 
Vermont related direttly to their, countiorparts in Waslii^ngcon 
and functioned independently of^one another. Chi'ld'^ care va's 
no exception,- ^ ■ .« . 

Here are a few .examples of .some problems, which resulted;. 

. ■ . . 4 ■ ' 

a. . A Comprehensive inventoi-y of available FAP child 
care resources was required^'in the c^intract , ' but there was 
no evidence of such an inventory/ although responsibility 
for thb WQi'k vJas placed in the operations unit. < 

' As part of their duties, program developers w'^e 

to develop resources v"2nd inventory them. But thero was no 
evidence of a system to share this information with FAP Child 
Carfe Planners or with the Day Care UiT)it% Director. 

. Ea.ch 4-C Committee maintained itSv own activitj^ 
records. ^So did each of\ the program develoffijjrs . ^ ThtJ^ w)!is 
no evidence of a central, state information S^^em which / 
contain ed . accurate -updated data on day. care activities. 
It'was only When" rexjuests for reimbursement came from local 
4-C comi^^ittees to the Day Care Uait for payment that specific 
information reached Montpelier. Evert then, all of this 
information was handled by one bookkeepbr whose indispensabil 
, ity was verified when she was injured- im. an automobile 
accident and information became unavailable during the 
extended period of her recovery. ' ' 

c. ' In'' the al5sen.ce, of real program information, most 
planning decisions were made .^rom statistical manipulation,/ 
which selected* out non-FAP day c^re consumers and made ./. 
little use of Head Start experience. ■ ^ ' y' 

•• .' - ■ • - ■ ■ . • / . 

Given the small population in Vermont, it might 

have bfeeh easier to survey all day care facilities- and^ ail 

potential users-tbefore selecting potential FAP eligibles. 

This broader swe^eg> approach might l»e^e. provided sij,ff^cient 

information to .m(2et unanticipated* planning and operating 

heeds later on. •• . - " / ^ 

■ ' / ' 

d. The HEW-Vermont contract contains the fallowing . 
information recj\jirement : I . , 

^ . . ^ / 

. (3) Examination of trends regarding/ the 
[ ^ J' ' national- child care system-- / ' 

' , adj:i>L;]istra ti ve control, fUndina 

/ T . . and program content — and integ,rate 

them "into the .planning for a i^iode'l 
. ■ ; FAP child care system which -will 
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work ii>Vex'niont or nationally. . 

' Wg could find no evidence of a ,sys tenia ticp nietj\od 
for "'accomplishing this'task. ' • . f. » 

* • , . , ' \ 

V . e. The HEW^Verfnoat Qontract is; the basit planning 
docifnient and is., itself, confusing tc' read and poorly 
organized. Added to. this, the OEO-HEW. agreement wa£? merely 
stapled to the WasJ^ing ton copy of the HEW contract an*.! not 
integrated into it. Vermont p"lanners never received a copy 
of ■ tl^e HEVi/OJ0) agreement. It seems reasonable to expect, 
then*, that Vermont planners have been unabl^^ to agrj^^e on "* , ' 
exactly what was expected' of them. 9 .* 

■ , ■ * . . ^ 

f . We .found ^OEO and FAP li^s of faeilitlie'fe quite" 
incons-istent. Apparently , there* was no updated master list 
.of facilities v/hich could be .used b^^ both staffs and verified 

Clerical systems appear to have had Iov;e st priority 
Yet clerical personnel v^ere expected to keep records and 
prepare reports . .. ^Errtire ^'information systems depended on 
single individuals. We learned that one important step 
ifrr\he licensing process was dependent upon one clerk 
in wKpse absence records and documents were collect*jd anct 
a].low\d to wait. 

Overall, it seem^ evident that the planning process 
suffered from the absence of a well organized and well- 
run information system. « . 
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^ ' . ■ Chapters ^ •. ' • " 

Tine .Op^tic5ns Plan 

Ki '^''^ Child.Care .Opera-tJWPan was designed to bPcoJne'> the' 
• sJstGili • Y^™*^ ModSffpAP Child, care Seryice 

In addition, it was to serve^ as a state model for the 
^ national xmplemcntation of FAP. • ■ , _! _J 



. In order to test its validity, the. pretest was stiructnred ' 
^ "^tl^ a t,,,i to. eighteen moAth operating period! during 
•"^.tn.^n^ ^^.^ could be, "de-buggeta- - and .v^iuated in thl 



Context" of national policy 



r 



the- tiansposiM on^nf^ih'"^ contract / I.ICD" staff \ xamined 
Liic transposition of the operations plan from Bluj- ' t • 
print//to operating system, ^nd evaluated "how. well" th» 
systein^worked to achieve FAP goals. . <>' 

For that reason we deferred a detailed analysis of 

^ '^^'^"^ •and^.^ialu;ted 

' the work^n^s!^^:^s^s.:^^^-^j^^s^;f^p- 

MATHEMATiCA, INC. 

In March of: 15,70.,, federal plan'ne^s in Washington decided 
to use the services Of an fexperier.ce^ firm wi'tTi- a capability ' 
^o, assist Vermont in the. FAP pretest 1 On the basis of its 
track record in income maintenance i^searfch, Mathema.'-.ick , /nc - 
was selectea. ■ \ . , . n.-. , 

The Vermont-Ma t.hematica.pontracl was prepared by 
Jodie Allen and Joe Corbett {of Hljw) a)nd Mathematica ' s 
Dave Jrershaw.. ■ » \ I 

. « .They included in the^ajor problii areas federal take- 
over of-welfare caseloads, a work test, transfer costs, 
regulations and staffing. . \ ' =.u=., 

:„ L ^" TZk^ discussions, they covereS, a wide range o-f issues 
-uch as. w,hether or not sucn an experiment was appropriate,. 
..here to begin', what issues were most appropriate for 
experimentation and the degree to which 3^\experiment could 



ae faithful to the FAP bill, 



It seems clear that Mathematica'' was \^uiTt".into the 



W See Volume^ 1 1 , Chapter -I Th£_ Operation^ Plan: 




A Critioue , ,'p ; 161. 
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•-'■■''■".]/ • ^. - ' • 

AuMil j ruLost trom the bGginn:j:ng , since' the MathcUiatxca 
condrdct bL-HjaK on July -1, , 19 70/yiVhGn the HEW contract \ 
ljOca\.:c; c : f'u'cti vc . '.| . . 



wds focused on an income 
Carcagnp aijd Kathleen Futrel-l 



.♦uljthoiiiatica 's tasKs„ were .fd -provide Vermont witji high/ 
, ^, ^ i^owerbd expertise and d'at^a in order 'to rapidly d-ivelop. a 

; ■ . . body c|i." knowledge and a set of policies and' proc'eddres to 

... ' V' ' ^ iiiiplc^nent a . federalized Fi^^^^stalew.lde income maintenance 

\ ■ * prograrjU * " ^"^^N^^ 

V „•'' ' • MoVt of the early .at'centio 

•"-^.j^ ^ . niainteniince pifetes't, 'but George 

. * • ■ , * ^ emphasized tl^e 'need for* child -care' services" and . successfully 

/■ ' ' included \ that component.- ' 

' ■'■ ' ■ » '■ ' ' ■ " i • - ' ■ ^ ..' ■ ■ ■ 

. . - ■ ^ , Expectations \ * " . • 9 ' . • - ' ' ■ \ ' ' C ■ ■ 

\ ' \ ' » / ■ , • »•__■■ ' . 

■"^' G..;., \. ".-^ ' • • The following excerpts frqni' the' Mathematica contract ' ' 

r- 4"- '" ; ' i^^i^cle tho^e provisions most directly related to- the'. 

\'./;. :/ ' " administrati^ve aspects of the. dhil'd'^ care component... ' , 

, _ . . ' ' Providing technical assistance tcr ' i 

\ V the State' FAP Planning Unit and . ^ 
•' . ' ■ ' A producing a ref.ort related to" 

. « ' • . \ the Federal Adnifnistra.ti on ,of ' . • . , 

\ 'FAP , . the state supplemental * "° 

\ program and other sta-te ^;e'a£^3>'e. • v 
k programs. . . 1 • • ' ' ' - 



^(2)|. ^^he development, administration, , 
processing and analysis of two , ^ 
surveys to be 'admi nist&red in 
the State 'of Vermorit. . 'The^^first 
survey (screening interviews) 
^ <t ^'iyLi, determine the lilocation*. of 

this -sample representative of . 
potential-. eligible'S^i flor the^- 
^ FamVly Assistance .Program , 
The\spcond survey will aifirm 
' . elicj^ibility anci coi^Iect detailed 
, baseline data on 'l:.he sample 
. . ■ members',. ; ' ' • 

Ttie final product dp this contract' 
component will be final 
v.rithan report, to the" Departmeirt 
^ whiclH Will inc^lude ^analysis of data 
and recommended courses of 
action] . . 

• ■ . ■ . " f r ■ ■ ^ 

(9) Develop! a preliminary plan for ^' 
"rapid implementation pf a state- 



"':.'U(: line the .$iztD and staf Oing- 
ri. j:|ii ronitjnts of the admin- 
i:^ci\.itivc oirganization to carry 

'^.Jli of. the above f-uhctipns. .' * . ' ♦ v 

Ou^lUne the -size; and staffing . 
_ rt-fulroincvnts ■■for" -^he FAP ' day • ,'■./ ■•' 

'••ij-i* Yomponent' vyhen . the , ^ / ' 7; . ' 
!iot. ioi\ai program' is esjr.abiishe'd . ■ ... \ 

L:;';a:n.i rje\ trends regarding the '\ <^ 
n iL,ional\ cflild carg system-- ' ■ '■ ' 
:iu>iinis tr^a'tive contro?^, funding^. . " 
.iiKJ program con tent--ai1^ integrate' \ 
•:hi!ni into \he planning S:l : a ' ^ 

. .'v.oficvl FAP ciiild care osystem .* ■ 

■.'.'■hich will Wiork in- Veirmoht or ■ 
r,.fl iowally^ \ .. ■ , ' .« . 

^ ■ ' ■ \ ' .■ ' . ■. 

i:;;-:trapolatG' the baseliiVe sCirv^y 

in i'orm)it'ion in cruder ' to estimate-*. 

Vermont's FAP child carfe needs ■* , ^ 

iT',- typG/ nunibGH: and: location / 

r.'i.lh operational staff / these ■ 

!i'->> ds extrapolations will,' be ■. . ■'. ^. . 
^ fi 'Viewed and short and long 
' r.iiiyG program priorities, as '/ 

v.uvl 1 ' as action goals^ will be- 

a'of ined . , •■ .■* .' - . 

^ : 

jju'-' elopment o£ D^Jseline Survey . ^ ' ' 

• -Ihe baseline instrument; will- be • . 

dGvelpped concurrently with the .° 
» screening interview in . an- e:^f ort ■ •// 

similar ' to the pl.anning ;of . the 
■Uscreening qu'estiphnaire , . , . ■ 

Attc^ntion in the development- ' 

of tri i s c^ues t i^nn a ire sRalKho 

given to such items as]^ 

(1). Con^f irma't^ion of FAP 
eligibility; o' 

• ' • . - ■■' ^^V • 4 

M2). Family , compositioYi > - o ° ' 
■ -A, • * k . ^ 
' ' . Neighborhood charact'erisfevics 

availability, a^d /jtiTlization 
' » . of day cax'e / " * ' ; 



i'j) Atv.it.udos JiKi know] cci'u; 
of respcindents. . . 
* , ^ attitudes a bout, day 

car c.^ know lelkje oi 
■* available tiay care 

f ac i.l i t; ies . . . ^ 
\ 

Dave Kershaw v;as .Project Director and arcjani/,ud''l:he v.ovk 
into 14 major policy areas, only onc\oi: which deall, with 
child carcfc.. Each policy area was haiuUed by a Task Karco 
composed oi 3-6 Matlvematica staff, one or two federal 
yovermuent staff and 1-3 Vermont' stafT-, 

The Child Care Task F'orcc includeVi ^ ^ 

Gien Cain , Chairman , Mathcma.tica > 
Mary^ Procter, Mathertnatica 
h. Goldman, Mathcmatica 
Dan Holland., Averment . ; 

Sam Granato, OCD/iiKW 
•-Mary Siegel, FAP/HEW 
' ' Kathy Futrell , FAP/VGrr.tiht ' ^ 

Dave Kershaw Jodie Allen, Joe C^rbett and Katliloon 
Fu'trell wrote the child care questions fcir the scroonino 
and baseline surveys which were c:onductGd in Septei ibcjr , 19 0 . . 
However, tWo da!;a from this vork ' v;as not completed v;hon 
expected a'hd the Child Care Qper..; t. Iciif-: Plan v;as writ, ion 
withoijt ^t- \^ • * : 

(^kaJs^^^S&y" 2 2 , 1971, ii. a detailed mtiiuorandum ,° 
George Carcagno responded to a request for a status report 
from HEW v;ith 'specif ic references to the' Mathematica 
Volumes and previous papers submitted by mail. ' 

He identified problem . ai eas / brief ly ^descjribed the . 
work .in process and stated thfjt^.a letter to HEW"^as^_ 
being wri\:ten requesting an extension of the MathematicT 
deadline 'to complete* the work Vn the baseline i^urvey, 

Carcagno*" also wrote that, ^eCa/se of delays in the 
completion of the baseline surve,wS^ Jnlv j^ijf^^^dnary statistics 
on child care have, been available toT^ate. " lie projected 
the end of February, 19 71, as a compl^'ls^QncJft^te for the 
Mathematica -survey and notd'd t hat t hcf^APPlanning Sta.f f 
would be . .closely^rivolved^ in the analysis especially 
for use in local and regional planning efforts ..." 

-With respect to the incorporation of federal child care 
planning into the Vermont Model, Carcagno wrote-: ■ 

♦ . ■ , ■ . . . r . 

fez tensive involvement wi th federal |^ 
/Officials' from 'tjhe nc.tional FAP Planning 
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staff, Hi-:W Office of. Child De\M: 1 opment , 
SI^', Research, OS-ASVi: and pEd thi^oCiqli- 
out the preceding quarters enabled' 
tho Planning s,taff to incoj;p6rate into 
the Opfirations Plan whar was viewed to 
be major policy trends in 'regard to 
FAP Cliild Cajre. J a some ways tho. 
f e de r a.l rev i.ew 'of t he p 1 a n itself lias 
tended to cry s tali zc trends ^ Tlii s 
demonstration /project is f orcirjg 
though t on some previously uiiOAplored ^ 
issues, and ccn}promise--i f not r(?solu- 
tion — of a9 lea-st some of the^ major 
:dj.f f erences^ of opinion in tho areas oL / 
FAP Child C|ire philosophy * and and serviOvs 
delivery . 



With respect to ij)ie developmefit of' prb<?edures for; 
joint funding of ch^*d care,, Carcagno wrote: 

V The Operatiaii9/ Tlan ha's- been distributed 

to Regional Hl/w and CSA represent,:?ti'ves .• 
Meetings have/boon ' held by federal and 
' " regional officials to discuss the. i ^reject . 

Enthusiasm li/as been expressed f roin the 
beginning far merging the Title IV-A ' 
and FAP money for the Vermont demonstration, 
the ' understanding being , however, tliau 
^ witiiout a waiver of • the. single statd 

* agf^ncy provisions under Title iV, 

V ' the authorization, and accountability 
of funds would still h'*ave to go 
through .the Department of Social Welfare, 
If Regional CSA representatives were to 
be^ able to work directly witli the child 
caie unit, it is our, understanding wiat 
the Operations P.Ian would in part co\stitutc? 
the state service plan requirements a\d 
the regulations ^described would be J 
applicable . to both programs. , / 

^ In this interim period, ^Title IV'-A 
community child care development 
activities' have been delegated to the 
operations staff except for the actual 
certification of ""expenditure's of funds, 
•" ' . which is still, do^e by DSW (such a 

division of responsibility between two 
agencies has been t^me consuming and 
^««<has created an extra burt^^en of woi'k 
and contusion:) . 

Cliild c^ire data from the bascl ineysurvey was published 
as Chapter II in Matliema t'ica , Volume in March , 1971. 
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'i'i \ il .f 1 1 o v; i n c; e :< c tj j; ] ; L s i n c i \.i ci c f. ha 5; t a t e I'.uj n t; c f t j ! j c c t i *. ■ i . 
a Sid tlie Liuiiuaarv of 1; ind inqs : • . . 



The pri 



j GcLi VPS of this chiJ ci c.n , 



a n ci 1 y '.'-> is a r : 

1. To define the total possible 
• FAP child care domapd in 
Verrnon c . . ^ '■■ " 

^. To delineate \:hose demand 
dampening . factors v.'hich ^ 
should be considered and 
to assess their e f f e c t-^ on . ■ - 
'tDth,^ demand.- ^ 

3 . To explore' the ch^ld care 
pro'graininincj and policy, 
implications based on ■ ^ 
survey information! regarding ' 
ex^isting utili::at Ion patterns . 
and s J;'a ted prryf erencii-s . 
^ ■ . • ' 

A. To forecast possible child 
care costs bas^^ on existing 
costs revealed by the survey ^ 
arid "on assumptions regarding 
the generation of more 
c??iild care service in Vermont . 

Throvighovit this chapter , distinctions 
are made within the total low income 
population surveyed with children under 
15, ' Those lowest income populations., 
'Within this \^roup are classified eligible- 
for Family Assistance Program benefits 
on the basis of income tests described- 
in Chapter V;- the remainder are the near 
eligibles, FAP lecjisiative provisions .• 
regarding child care services allow 
the developmejit and delivery -of services 
to "potential" FAP eligibles (the near 
eligibles) as well as to actual FAP. : 
o ligibles . Potential e Lin ibles. -would ■ 
receive partial subsidies~~the amount 
depending on income and J^amily size. 
The ^actual FAP • eligibles would , in 
general, receive free child care. ' 
Therefore, within the child care 
chapter, FAP eligible families and 
children are referred to as bo/ing , 
eligible, for full subsidy and near 
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cli.cjiblo f ainilicso and children for partial 
£;ubsidy . 1_/ . . " 

These distinctions ' are necessary ' 
in determining the priori ty cViild care 
service groups within the low income ' 
populAion and for projecting prcTgrain .'^ 
costs . ^ V 

This preliminary analysis is 
focused on total child care demand " • 
■ - within Specific eligible categories.- . ... 
Whether the families 'are participating ' 
iy the' ANFC program would' not signifi-^- 
cantly reduce the total child care 
demand or co^^t pro jection? • in that 
chiljd care*costs related "^to" employmontj 
and trainir>g would 'be assumed by FAP 
. ' when it beTOmes operative , However,"] 
\ an undercount^of ,the ANFC population 
\ on the survey- -primarily single 
f emalp-headed FAB eligible families-j^ 
^ I will mean that tfie female mandatory o 

registrants J by» necessity i:he priori/ty 
FAP child care services Remand .■ / ^ • - 

'poDulation , is understated * ^. 2/ .. / ■ ' 

. ^ ' * ' SI /mmARY OF FINDINGS . . 

In summary, there are 5 , 877 /children • 
of FAE eligible families in Vermont that 
are potential participants in a FAP 

child care program and an addi tiondl - • • 

11/066 children from near eligible .- " . «. . , 
families. Approximately twp-thi^rds of . " j 

these -chilc^re'n are of school age and^. .. „ 
require before -and a fjter 'programs , not 
• preschool licensed center and. .home .care , 

""Costs of a FAP child care program for these . - ■ . ■ 

1/ -"'There has. been discussion at the fedaral level of 

eliminating the potential provision. In forecasting 
demand, all breaks include eligible^ and near eligibles 
for ease in jnaking^ adjustments it a change does occurt." 

2/ ■ "To adjust for the undercount, the number of ' FAP eligible 
children under 15" (19,744) should be increased by an 
* estimated 8% .or 1,580 children. The adjustment was not > 
made because of the difffcylty of assigning the under- . . 
counted population to specfific age groups, and tKe 
fact that, in terms of the total number of FAP eligible . 
•children, the undercount is relatively small." 
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o J. i ^lib] u cinci ncoj: 
couU: .run as. hiqh 



c 1 j. q i b 1 1} children 
as $ 1 3 . 5 , n i J I ion . 



Nen r 1 y, 6 3 of t he ch i 3. d r en • ^ 
Oi low incoip.e nicjther.s working outside 
Llio home in Vcrmon L caro for themGelvos 
V/ h c n they are n ot in s c h o o J . Of those 

^ ohi Idren who clo haVo caro arranyeinonts , 
more th.m two-thirds are (»area for by 
a mcnibor of tlie househoiu^ or a relative 
or friend. 0>ily.3'.'. are cared> for in a 

ifaniily or group day caro iicmo ov center. 

1. 1 cc:nst: d f ac 1 1 i ties are sea rcc. and 
thq^ro is a *J acf:' of knowledge about the 
ser%'i.cos v/hich can be ^jrovided in a ' 
day care center or home^ yet approximately 
'j>{^'u of the wo r king ino tj;) e rs ( a d those 
nbn-eraployed or woi.'king at home) say 
they wou Id utilize ..a facility that 
* [.-rpVided good, inexpensive carci .At 
present, 89% ot the mothers expressed 
:?atiSf action witih thei r ^curren t arrange- 
niojitH . ' ... 



Nearly 3^V, of .the low income motliers- 
need care for thei r "children ci^j^r 6:00 p .m 
and an Average of 'need care, during 

the weekend while they are working, outside 
the home. 



For the l^otal lov; income employed' 
population, approximately 70% have no 
child care costs. The remainder pay 
an estimated average of $9.60/v;eek/ child. 

,0f those mothers in the home, IB'o 
indicated they ruiglit look* for a job. " 
Most mo thers did not feel the lack of • 
child care services waS' an "©bs tacle . to 
their employment outside the-home. 
^Thirty-nine percent (39^) of. ^tihese 
mothers indicated an' interest in., taking 
care of cHildren for pay in their own 
home i f they could receive some training 
and technical alssistance to do it I 



Program and planning inipl ieations 
based on this jore'liminary information' 
will contribute heavily to the establish- 
ment of a FAP Child Care Program of the 
scale necessary to, meet Vermont'^ needs. 
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, ■• « ;..!■ 1 t(j , inos- 1 tUo Vo rnuj n t\ Jay c a r c a v: I x \' : 1. y 
yA-\"o J i ^i'ounciV [.>rc- school cKje children'. Vet., V-ii-j b>ti;< li'r.--' 

u i-.-c y. .r.: t. * J i lid i cr^.j t od t i i c\ I o n 1 y oIig t li .i r d ' u : . t h.^ > pot cr n t. j a J 
I'/'.r 'h J. i ;:yer}_ Wcr*^ pro-t^cho':'] a^Tc: . ' ^ 

T h. J .'J Ci i r c [ ■ ,- ■ n c y i -'O i. r;. t s u [ ■ the n o c ci to »:• v £i 1 1; :i t. o t hv. « 
yj . -• L ^' • f :. 1 ^. o Ivc 1 c- M then a t!i c a c f 1' o r t i' c h h vi ^ i Uccr. crl't v. u 
;,y, ■•.\.r Jit s'cafV us "not' adctjuato ftpr ojJtMMtinv or I'lamnno 
\y..i:\jOi^i.. j." and "lv:;-. tai nincj a wealth of statcv;i.Uo dat-.i -v.-inif;}-! ^ 
r. . a y ♦net l::e « lUj c j u a t: e for r o c; i o n-a 1 n d 1 o c a 1 1 a n n i r.; n C' c - > . " 

■ ■ » 

'ill e Ma t li p; a 1 1 c/.: i' c ;.'C r t vs; a s n o v o r. ant I nd e d to' i3e a c; h 2 .1 ci 
. ! i: <, • l; r ■ *o y- a r.d ' i t s h. c 11 J.cJ be r c n 1 e njj e r c c^. t \\h t the C' r i fj i ri .",1 1 
plan ■.■-■ar- ti s l.ati.v.'idL- incomo maintonanCG tcjst, not a sorvior 
^cii, ry tiist, alone. ■ ■ . ' 

■ 

. . : : i 11 t h Child . C a re j e r a t i o n s P J a n \v a s w i; i 1 1. e n i i ■ - 
■ '.lupoivd*. ntd y o; tiio basclino .'.:urvoy, it v;as evaluatoH 
i.iy'LlCl!- in V o I ljiuc II to tho extent that it was ' impleniowfrpc.i . 

■ * 

''"•LEGISrtTION ' " - 

'J'h c 0\:e r a t i c as ''Ian wa s designed to meet child, c.a r e . 
::riL-vice ncec; inticipaVd if F^P 1/ became lav\'. ^Althouqh 
p .1 a nrio r a 1 1 , Ll- d to k o^p u p w i t h new ch i Id - Cc'i r e bills and 
Lnncndi'u::itt:. t . were proposed, no basic changes wer^? 
iiirtdc i n c h x lU'>'..;a uo- p.l a n n i n^j v/h i ch differed f rorr; t lig ' or i rj i^ia 1 
FAP concept. ^ . . , " • ' 

In a prt>;irc.^s r^ iort, the planning staff wrpte that 

Changes in the* loyislation have made 
' obsoidte some of the recommendations 

made in the planning papers. Howevtir , 
■ since many of t}ic legislative changes * 
have related to such broad issues •Ss 
^ the benefit level and the responsibilities 
of the various agencies, most of the 
pj.anning papers, which deal with detailed 
administrative and regulative issues 
.remain to the point. ^ 



1/ rtR 1 . ' Social- Security "Amendments of X91\ . " Introduced 
by Congressman ' Wil}jijr Mi lis , 92nd Congress , 1st Session , 
JaiiUary 22, 1971, reported" out of the Committee on - 
f^ays and Means May 26, '1971. '"Title >'XI~-Opportunities 
f or Families Program and Fami ly Assis tance Plan." 
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j Ir; Vvashington, Saul Rosoff t;haired the Child Development^ 
Policy "rtlzerbgency Conimit tee v^hich, at this . writing , was . • 

• priipariny guidelines for the implementation of 1. ■ ^ ^ 
iThlv group was not cons ider ing-^contingency policj.es in the 

'\ev(|int some- other bill passed, • ^. • ' | 

1 ' ... GUIDELINES ' , - 

I ■ Tb.e Federal Interagency Day tare . Requirenjents 
wefe issued in 1968 as approved, by the Department 
of UlEW,^ the OfCice of Economic Opportunity and the- Department 
•of !La_bo'r, jpursuant to Section| 5 22 {d} of the Economic 
OpiJortunity y^ct of 1964. / ' .. 

i ' ■ . . ■ ■ ■ _ 

\ The Federal Panel on Early Childhood had' the responsibili- 
ty tor revising- standards and issuing interpretations. 

. ■ ) The requirements set ^or-th in that document applic^d 
to 4ll federally funded child care programs. Accordingly; 
Verm'c^nt FAP Childt,Care Plariners cAi^sulted the Requirements 
in preparing the^ operations! plan . \ ^ 

lln May, 1971, Child CarW? Planne;:s received a copy ^ 
of the proposed revised g^uidplines for their review and 
conynents. The Federal Panel on Early Childhood received 
the new version on October 27, 1971. . ■ 

The revised * Re'quiremehts contained a federal model code 
for day care with opt ic^H^il standards for voluntary licensing', ' 
by - state and local agencies - 

jin Vermont, the new Office cf Child Development issued 
Interim Progi"am Guidelines and Operating-. Procedures for 'Fy\P 
Day Cjare. in August, 1971. These guidelines -'^/ere prepared 
by the FAP child. Care Planners and followed the operations plan. 
They ,were chiefly concerned with eligibility.- and financial * 
.pracedures and di-d' nqit deal with service delivery,. problems'.-' ." 

.CURRENT STATUS - 

Vermont ' s Child Care Operations Plan was submittecir to 
HEW in October,* 1970 ,' for' review'by the Federal Ir^ teragbncy 
Committee. Written comments and questions from Washington 
were responded to by Kathy Futrell. Fcllov;ing a series. 9f 
written memoranda Vjetween Mary Jane Cronin and Futrell . 
a briefing was held in Washington on January II, 1971. ■ 

Cronin ' s full report is reproduced , belbw , as 
' excellent summary .of the status cf the project at that 

A liiriefing on FAP Child Care -Planning 
■ was presented to DHEW and OEO staff 

members on January 11, 1971. , The report ' 
'on planning was presented by Katjiy Futrell 



an 

t ime ; 



of the Vermont: FAP Planning Task Force. 
The operotionci 1 plon and relaticd Tille IV- 
child care activi tics was presented by*: 
Dan llolland; CUicf of: Child Development 

Programs in state^ OKO and Chairman of^the 
SLaLc 4-C CommiiLtoe. Their rehiarks wore 
supplemented by Tom Davis, Sta\o Diroctoi: 
of GEO. 

.5 . . ■ 

Vermont has placed al 1 of its clii Id care 
programs under Lhe s Late 4-C Conunitt:ee 
in Oti'O except for WIN child care aad tiho 
fiscal reportijig for Title IV-A. The 
Id censing of day care f aci 1 i Lies was * 
transferred to GEO :althougli legal problems 
have arisen on this which it is expected 
will be resolved by. action of the' State 
Legislature. .■ There is approximately 
$1 million of Title IV-A chiifl care 
in ■ place or planned in . Vermont which 
tlie additional $1 million of FAP (GlilO) 
test money will build on. and supplen^ent. 

The lat te r f unds are being used to _ 
simulate - the FAP chi.ld care system. 
While ho decisions haVe been reafched 
on FAP child* care matters/ the.iOf.fiee 
of Cliild . Development has devetoped 
some guidelinds for administer incj ' the 
system which are the basic el^^iment in . • 
the Vermont, plan . Following /these 
guidelines, the. State Committee 
acts as the prime grantee responsible 
for dev^ploping <-Qnd— i-mjjrl-eitieiiting a' plan 
'for providing chi Id care services f ot 
past-, present and potential FAP recipients 
Seven regional 4-C Committees will^be 
prime grantees: for their ^rea draw- 
ing up a plan for expending the money 
and approving requests- for funding 
of spbnso*r|s who" submit proposals ■ 
based on RFP ' s . ■ - 

} ■ ■ ' 

In the Bur ling ton-Mprrisvi lie areas 
where DOL and GRS'have FAP related 
demonstrations oncjoing , the Social 
Service Agency, is working with the 
DES and DVR on recipient pontact and 
IS arrangincf for services-^'. At the 
present tiiuo the' Social Wel^-ire 
De pa r tme n t i's not p I'c pa red to per f o rin 
this fiunrtion in [.ha other areas -and 
and so the 4~C will provide client 
and' interagency operational contact . 



i'iie Hut.larKl 4-C has prepared a plan 
for spending $225,000 of the FAP child 
ai Q mo n 6 >' . This f i: 1 1 d i. i Kj cl e v e 1 w s 
by 'the State, 4~C' on thy basis of 
l! :\ t a i: r oin the baseline survey and 
other sources. Thc: area plan wil L 
be r e V i ev;ed b y the Executive C omiii i 1 1 e e 
of the State ^-C (DES chose not to i-.n 
represented on tliis coniraittee) and • 
if approved is TTT'ady for implementation 
beginning January. 20tJi. The plan cal Is ' 
for developing scrv ice.^ for pre-'schc^ol 
and school ac] children in p report ion 
to the number^ of sucri chi Idron 
identified as needing r> v r v ices in t h a 
ba s e 1 i ne survey . * 'I'ho Nor th^-'a :•; t K j iig d( 
should have plan in- for appro'* il by 
thu: end of Januai;\'. . / 

\ J 

P^lanning is less far along in othei ' 
areas for a n u mb e r' o f reasons s u c 1 1 
as difficulties in putting together 
a coordinating coniniitteo , lack of 
planning capability, la.jk of, a base 
on which to expand'^ etc. 

A statewide pi^ject to use 
trainees for ti;aininy as child care 
workers has^fbeon developed . The 
persoi^s- will be^'^ suspended fi-brn WIN :ind 
rece ive tl^e proposed train ing ;thr.ouyh 
the New Careers jirpgraiu, A lucnb^.-r 
of tlie planning staff is coorcimating 
selection, curriculum, employment anri 
other aspects among the supporting 
agencies (DES-DSW-OEO) . 

In^ conversations outs ide of the " 
"bri ef ing *the f o 1 lowing thing s were 
agreed upon or .clarified by the Vermont . 
representatives and* DhEW staf f 
(Cronin, Granato^ 'and Siegel) : 

1.*" A more detailed budget and 
narrative will be developed' 
"which presents the operational 
plan jnore clearly. It v.'ill 
show separately admin is ti" action 
(training , planning / fee 
col lection , e tc . ) cos ts , 
project grants such a.s the ' 
funding needed for tlie pro- 
gram to upgr^ade "in-home day 
care or possibly a special 
project to develop proji^cts 
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.■ ' .. usincj schoo.l facilities, ^ , 

■ and VGndor/youchcr payments. 

2. The rationale for allocatiny 
, . ' funds to particular 

geographic areas, typos of 
care or types of activities • .... 

will be spelled out. Data 
^ used or formulas developed 

will be detailed. • ■ 

« 3. Policy ^ decisions . which have. 

been- made in developing the , 
4-C system will be described, ^ 
For example, procedures us'ed 
* for selecting or electing 

the consumer-pjLiblic' represe'hta- 
-tives provide steps to be 
'taken where an area fails to 
develop a coordinating com- 
mittee or agreed upon plan, etc. 

4. The^ fee schedule proposed in 
the operational plan will E)e 
the one used (not clear if it 
will replace the more lenient"-- . 
-v.. fitle IV-A ■ schedule for. non- 

.r, FAP child care) unless DHEW 
proposes an alternative one 
for testing in the near 
"future. A paper by Mathenratica 
- on testing fee schedulei^v should 
be available within a week. 

"% ' ■ ■ 

. 5- Problems of future funding of 

the FAP child care were 

.o discussed and alternative 

.possibilities are being 

' • ' explored within OEO and DHEW. ' 

6. It was recommended 'that the " 
.. DES and DSW formally give 

approval to^the area plans so 
that the n^eds 'and related f 
V activities of these Diepartments 

" * , are. given ■ essential consideration. 

• •. . ./. In one .or more areas fees will be / 

collected by the Prime Grantee / 
rather than the center. / 

After that briefing, several months of continuing.' 
activity resulted in' a verbal approval of the Operations Plan 
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LICD investigation revealed^ tha t a Icftter of a[)proval 
had been drafted April or May of 1971, but there v.'as no 
evidence to date (October 22 , 19 71} that wri t ten approva .1 
of the Uperatiqns Plan was ever sent by Washington or 
reccjived by Vermont. . ' 

Nevertheless , verbal approval vas aj^parently received 
and tlie 'operation's -Plan'^began to take forni vis tlie PAP Child 
Care System in the spring- of 197J.. 
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* 6 \i Chapter 4 • . * 

. * Day Care Services 

LICD ' s inves ticja tion of operating activities during the 
jjlannimj process v;as limited to tfioae elements whicli 'directly 
related to planning with one exception. /Xs described in our 
work plan, v;o -visited nine pilot day care ^ites . 
to pretest the intei:view instrument we planned to use when 
evaluating tlie operating system for our final report in 
Volume II. 

The site visi/ts provided many insiglits and some important 
clues to the link /between planning and operating activities. 
Additionally, they helped' provide some perspective for tlie 
multitude of exp^cJtations imposed on the cliild care p Tanners ' 
by t\9o federal government. 

, _ ^ . c 

-De-sp-ite- hya-vy ejiipHasis on the irfl location and control of 

financial rescxirces, the FAP child care system's end product 
,was to be ser>^ices . 'It may be that one source of the planning 
' versus opera|:ions coni^lict in Vermont stemmed from misplaced 

emphasis dn7the part of the planners whose respons^ibi lity for 
Meeting FAl/ f ijftancia 1. requirements overshadowed the reason .' 

for the cMld care sy"Stem: "the provision of quality child. 

care for FAV eligible families." 

/ ■ • - . ■ f 

Wh^iVi Title XV of the Social Security Act was fynended in 
1956^ t^he intent w^s'to enable ^-states to furnish ' f i*nanci al 
assistance for serA/ic«3s to strengthen tl^re families of needy 
children. The 1962 amendment added rehabilitation to ensure 
achievement ■ of the legislative intent. • ■ . , 

■^et, nowhere in the Vermont pretest did we find a r/ 
reference to the underlying- requirements in Title .IV, despite 
i ts tremendous importance^as a financial respurce to the FAP 
child care system, 

* . • * 

The point i^ made here to place in pefiTpectivo { the 
planning foundations for this pretest in which most of the 
planning efforts were directed toward a mdney management 
system which viewed services as a by-product... 

It was within this frame of reference that the planning 
process dealt with the design ■^of a child care deliver;^ syst;.Gm. 
Rather thaw starting with families and their n^ed.'s , the , 
pretest planners (including Mathematica) assumed needs based r 
oh^ data manipulation and available federal funds . 



PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

The FAP cUiyji care system opierated primarily tbrougfi 
regional conununi^y coordinated cliild' care comipittces which" 
recei>ved t^iichhical assistance and quidance fr'nm tHe state 4 
'Cop.imiN^eG and the stai-.f of the Day'Care Operations Unit in" 
the Of fiSte of' Child Dev<^lopment. . (See Appe^ndi.v A~4 , and 
Figure 2V Pp. 149-158.). '» 




The.sp^Voiunteer ^pommunity organizations have become 
he subcoi^tiraciors for the state's piHTlic day care efforts'. 
(Title IV-A and FAP) , They, were orgij-iii zed under the 
'auspices.- of- the State '4-70 Commi'ttee toVholp meet the ■ 
expectations contained in tfje federal contract documents. 
Both the HEW-Verjnont contract -and- the OEO-JJEW agreement 
use identical, language (below) to make gener^al statements 
regarding program .deveiopnient requirements: * .' 

Dt:rvelopmGnt and'^mplementa ti*o;3 'of techniques 
■' to quickly generSfte interest I'h local day 

care programs and to pibvide actual assist- 
ance in the f brmation and opdration of , 

rograms. One method /. already used on a 
I7miiec! basis, will- be further evaluated-- '. 
that of .establishing a network of program 
developers who are capable of providing 
public .education efforts regarding needs 
for expanded day care services and of 
.organizing local interest to the point of 
action. It is anticipated that as .the 
'demand for day car'e: serv i ces at the local 
level increases / 'Other techniques requir- 
ing less "selling ", effort can be effective , ' 
i.e.., a- grant program, a central clearing-... / * 
house for information regarding the use of., 
FAP'child care monies and recommended 
• administrative procedures . 

. ' 's 

When the day care program} is fully 
operational {within twelve to eighteen . ' 
months) responsibility for'. the day care • 
operations will be ; transferred : from SOKO 
to an appropriate agency, agreed by the 
state. and DHbJv. The day care- operational . 
staff wil'l provide the de.velopmental , 
•'administrative and ^^iipport services for , 
both the Title 'IV funds and the requested . 
chi^ld care and Seed grant funds under this 
'.. contract . .' " 



requ] rcnients 
prob.lems 



The opo-llEW agreement,- however, containTtddTeTcsw 1 • 
^'}^^:'^^^'^oerned with children's needs and operlting 

. Thu's, the problem is to plan, demonstrate 
. evaluate «and develop a'model FAP child care 

• 'System whiclV will be cognizant of and ^ ■ ■ 
. .. re^pnsive .to the needs of childi^en 'of F/Vp . 

Through- actual operation of chi'ld' care 
progJrams in the state, techniq\ies shcH 1 be 
expdored f.or the rapid cJeVelopment and 
expansion of child- care facilities. 

• With the FAP day care ' planning staff day 
. care opejrations staff will, define program 

pru)rities and priori tid for the distribu--' 
tion.of limited daj; care resources within 
tht state, V- . " * 



Apparently lunwilling 'td restrict all ' FAP day care 
development tq . tha-; 4-C mechanlsin, HEW also reguiJ^ed : , 

^ Dev'elopment' of -.'tech^niques to generate day 

trare services in areasV^h^re ' communi ty- \o 
<» i -c^PJ^d.inated' child care .programs are ' 

■ diffiquXt', if not- impossible, to develop 
. ^ ; .Included, will' be consideration af-teiHpo- " 
, rary day ' care .programs, contracts with ■ 
. .. outside- suppliers, and innovative trans- 
. - portation systems for moving children to 
aiseas- where" programs^ are available 
(concjitions under .which commifhity- ' ' . ' • 
cooiMinated programs are unlikely to^be 
successful will be clearly defined). • 

and the same expectation lateT^ppea^ed , .ilinost verbatim,' in 
Matneniatica ' s contract. . ' . ■ . 

i ; . - ■■■ _^ / 'l^^ 

Operations^ and planning interests. Converged in the area 
,ot resour-c<5, identification and i:nventory.. - But th"&re is no 
evidence that any 'attempt was made to coordinate resource 
^^''..t^?.^!^?.'}^ in order- tojmeot the following ^Hew rpquiremenjis : 

(1) definition of ^res'ent; sys tems of child 
• fjf^ 'Verm^t ^detailing- type, loca- 

tion and numB^«^, of services, *and t,hose 
^ . . institutions responsible for generating^, 
and operating ser\\e:es.< ' -.if^ ! 

b.^ On the basis of the\Ynventor.y.''qf day . 
^ care efforts ( specif ^ing types --O'f care. 



- \ ■ 
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q r o u j:i s s c r \' od , i. d n t i f i c ci t: i o n o i cj .1 p r> 
in SGrvicos^-programmnticaJ ly <ijid 
qcographicdl ly } and the baseline snrvoy 
of potential der|nnd cove rod by tlio day 
care planning phasG' described above, 
t a rg e t areas f c; r i ni i n g i a t c concentra- 
tion of offoi'it and ^-speci 1: ic program 
needs wi 11 be. .rii.vdp vcd and expanded . 
Long range goals will be set. With ' 
« . .the day care planning staff, day 

care operafions staff will define 
program prioiritios and priorities for 
i the distribution of limited day caFu 
resources within the state. 

We h^ve discussed Mathematica ' s b'aseline slJrvoy in 
Chapter 1. Organization and Managenient . HcnArcvnr, prior ^.d 
that wo^k , members of the .State 4.-C Ad JIcc Coirini t tee in 1969 
estimated day care needs based on their ov;n oxpor icncc-?^ . 

' " ■ ' - L, ■ 

CJiaired' by Dan Holland, the Ad Hoc TCoinmittee /cproscntcd 
broad interests and thought they knew what the needs wore. 
1^\cy felt they needed 2 , 00(V-pre-school s^ots immediately, 
and would eventually need^,000. There were 30 members on 
full committee: 10 public representatives, 10 private 
sentatives and 10 elected parents from liead Start PAC 
s, all appointed by the Governor. OH this gr.oup, 8 - 
G-rs (6 state, 1 CAA, 1 poor parent) served a^s the 
adrninisti^ative "steering" corrLiiittee ^ ... 



Added to other problems, planjders felt that they had 
no lead time to prepare" because of deadlines which didn't 
allow for start-up time , and that they had too little time 
to do rational data collection which requires , .first of all, 
a sy$tem based on care f ul .^^orxel-atipn of relevant factors. 

It would appear that ,v;ide spread community invo3 vement 

in the planning^ process was required, bii.t, little time was 
allowed for itv> Resources were tu be identified and 
inventoried , either on a highly pre-s elected bas is 
(Matliematica ) *or very loosely through progr^im developers 
working indepe;idently of one another "in assigned territories . 

When meet'ings were held with program operators and other 
community people, they were "told" about decisions and had the 
guidelines '"e.xplain'ed" to them. In August, 1971, Head Start y 
and .4-C Directors met witli state planners to provicle some 
'input on guidelines, but there is no evidence that community 
.peopl(S were systematically consulted in resource planning . 



1 , 
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. . ALTERNATIVE MODELS 

One of thoNH^rc irtj^ortant' aspects of the ..child ctii-c " '^^ 
proLost involved the dcvelopmei^t and testing of ; al'ternative 
models. . 

Both ilEVJ and OEO used identical paragraph's to describe 
exp«!!cta t ions in this 'area: , . 

,-'!^l'hc design and conduct of programs which 
demonstrate new ways to provide child care 
servi ces in the^s tate . Such demonstrations 
may includcT* (l>*the development of satellite 
day care homes staffed by FAP mothers around^ 
a nuclear center where educational ma i_G rials 
and staff services are available; (2) the ' y 
innovative u^se of existing ETV programming 
for children in- homes and centc^rs across the 
state or the development of ETV prograiris and 
accompany i ng ' educational materials for 
children; and (3) an innovative transportation 
sysuem for rural child^ care programs. 

V 

. But, once again OEP attempted, to -clarify tlie - ^ 
alternative models requireme^nt liy adding tlii's- statement: 

It is envisioned that the product of this 
effort will be a ^'stem of practical alter- 
natives which ^n be exercised in a commu- 
nity — -given a s^ of defined situational 
factors--and which, when implemented, will 
quickly result in the provision of adequate 
and sufficient chi Id care services in that 
community- 
Vermont planners on 'both staffs , Plannint^ and Operations , 

helped to successfully develop several types of day care 

models during the planning process. 

Development of the following collection of eight alternative 
models is particular ly impressive when one considers the 
pressures of time and the built-in constraints faced by staff 
of the pre tes t : 

1. Jn-home day care services for. famili/es participating'., 
Ln the £ and D FAP Manpower Project (funded b^ DDL) in the 
^iurlington-Morrisville area. This project, culso referred ' 
as the Chittendon-Lamoille County Project; has day care 
rovided by vendors who receive payments dif(fctly from 
t\e stci'^te. . ■ ■ • 



V." ! 1 c n d i c u s s i i^^j- L h o E i. D project w i t li L I CD , Da'n 
Holland remcnberod that he hadn^ t waiited tiu5 state fuifd . '' 
day care homes which didn't meet licensing standards". When 
his staff investigated 27 homes ai^^d only ojie of them met 
staiidards, he felt that if the FAP mothers chose those 
homis, they sl'.ould be given -the mojiey to soend as thev ' - 

wanted. This eli:!iinat:cd direct payineiir. uy tne .staiie to 
vend'^rs he^ considered substandard. 

■y * 

Apparent J y , this early experience helped contribute 
to the custodial" VH - devj^^lopmentai schism. 

L\'ever the less , the E & J project was expanded in 
?\ n?. to include all fourteen counties statewide; 

2 . The Ru t land 4-C ComMi t tee received a direct graiit 
March 1, 1971, to test out financial management at the local 
level. The objective here wa.s to test a' locally controlled 
financial system with the 4-C Comji\,ittee responsible for 
banking its^money, determining eligibility, approving 
payments^and making disbursei^eiits . ^/ 

RutJ .>nd was selectod for ti^s test because planners 
"knew" "tlie community and expected fair ly promp t 'ac t ion . 

, - T*he Ru 1 1 nnd-d i-r^?ct-qra n t- wa s ~wr r tten— j oin tly-by FAP - 

Planninq. ar.H Day Cc^ie staf-fs. ;\ith an effective date o,f 
Marcli 1, 1971, $11(,000 was ap]jroved as the first payment 
'^n February 29.' Total amout of 'the grant was $275,000 
of which $25,000 was to ie used for "seed" money (i. e., 
facilities rehabi li t'ation and f-enOvation) . 

Despite the rufeh to test this model', Rutland 4-C 
Director Betty Ferraro reported that no money was released for 
this project until April 2 2, 1971, almost two months later. 

L^' \s an alternative mod^el, the Rutland 4-C direct 

grant is t<Jsting only a 'fijia^icial system. Its contract' " 
contains tie ident ical .requirSfiients and constraints found in 
the other contracts. ■ . • ' 

3.' "Planning for the UVM (University of Vermont) model 
began in January, 1971, by Dan Holland and Julia Lepeshkin, 
a UVM instructor who was ^ir/teres ted and actively working with 
the Day Care Unit. 



1/ All other 4-C systems transmitted requests for fee reim- 
~ bursemer\t to the Day Care Unit, then later distributed 
the checks to operating sites . » 
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'Over a period of -several months, a university - based 
ign was developed for a mode 1 day care center and f und i ng 
necfOv-t u- a t i on s began. Lyman Stookey and George Carcagnp wrote 
the first draft proposal which, we were told, w.as unacceptable 
because OCD/IiEW didn't want ^to fund another modiel day 'care 
program, but instead, wanted home care enrichment to upgrade* 
existing services which were mostly in homes. 

In Augusk, Kathy Futrel'l put together- a new propo::nl 
which the state. OCD submitted .to Washington. 

In October, 1971, at th'is writing, there^sGomed to 
be some confusion about this projec't'S status, liv.M had 
advanced some money for an October 18 opening date and 
hired Peter Garen as Director. But the -proposal was still 
pending in Washington, and we could find no written approval 
of the project. 

The UVM mode-1- stirred-'controversy in two areas. 
First, several private' day care • operators serving the poten- 
tial UVM territory for many y^ars felt threatened and unable 
• to compete with a large institution which probably' would 

■ receive first referrals of FAP and IV-A children in its off-r- 
campus Winooski location. Additionally, at least on^e such 
center receiving' chi Id health services .^rom UVM GXpeqted t^o ** 

"be re fus ed s e f v Tc^ w h e h U VM "d ay ~ c a re ' c h i 1 d r e n "w 6 u Id have 
priority. ■ ' 

, Second-; there was some fear of - the guality of UVM 
cfiild care service and of experimentation with the children by 
UVM Departiments of Psychology, Languages "^nd Home Economics, 
co-sponsors of the project. 

As of October , 1971 , many guestions appear to remain 
unanswered, raising the lairgor question: "what was planlied? 
Curriculum Siid o^rat ing details we're vague and being 
negotiated. LicJfising standards h\ad not been met. Enrollment 
procedures ■wei;e bejNjig debated and there seemed to be wide- 
spread disag reemeijt on the expectations of this model. 

4. By the fall 6f 1971, two high schools had day car e 
programs. 

A Burlington higli school and an E^st Montpelier high 
school each had enrollments of 25-30- chiid)Le!.n.. Both had -FAP , 
IV-A and private funds, were licensed and related -to their 

■ Toc^l 4-C comhittees.* Each 'school wanted a day care center to 
serve children of the high school students and for the special 
iearning experiences such centers could provide. ^ 

^ ' * Vermont's regional vocational high schools were *^ 
considering da>^. care centers'*, too, during school hours for the 



benef i t of. s tudent.s . Day care for schoo 1 age clii'ldrcn dur incj 

the school year-was in early developmental stages in October 

of 19 71. - - / ■ ^ 

, 5. Ther^e was some^ effort at the local level to incor- • 
po rate Head Start ., programs or concepts in several .comn^unities . 
In some cases, Hcv^d Start Began to merge with day care, 
in others the .Established Head Start programs set the day 
j^are style. ^' 

^' Consumer Contro^ed Communi ty Child Care (S- C). 
developed in southern Vermont and b y Sep .t ember , 1971', was. " 
operating three, centers under Director- Joyce Strom, in 
Springfield, Bellows Falls and Windsor. 

This project appeared to be growing at a fast pace , ^ 
had long Waiting lists with plans to open more centots as 

quickly as resources were available. Mrs. Strom also directs % . " 

three Head Start ^sites'i whcih have begun to merge with the ^ 
others. To' our knowledge, this 5-C Committee was tlie first 
of its kind in Vermont and will be studied more intensively 
during oiir evcfluation of operations. ^ 

7 . Ttte Green Acres public housing day care model in y 
^Barre opened in August-, 1971, with a director who had been 

-hired- o h e-we ek— oa r-l-i cr~-p r ac t-l-ea-l-ly—no— eq ui pmen t-- o r— s u pg lie s-, - ' 

a staff of parents and seventeen children, including .several 
iinfants , all corripacted " into,, one large room. If any planning 
had been done' for this model, it -was. not in evidence when 
LICD evaluators dropped in for our pilot site visit in iate 

August, 1971. . . ' • . ■ 

It is worth noting here ■ that Green Acres was' ■ 
deliberately selected by IrlCD for-'a site visit during the- ; 
planning process because it had been recently opened. (We 

hope to ,do follc5w-up visits to the pilot sites during the *' • 

opera tionfe ph'ase of our work.) • . 

8. ■ Private day care group homes and centers began to 
enroll Title IV-A and FAP funded children during the planning 

period. The introductijOn ,of state ],icensing in 1967 had " ^ . ■ ' . ^ 
started a'movement to upgrade^ standards) of child care and 
tHis movement gained jfiomentura -durinQ the pretest planning 
process as private day care became an alternative model . 

Summary " . ' 

. •• * ■ ■ , ■ " "' * ' ' 

In summary, each of the alternative models, seemed to h^ve 
developed independently, without an overall plan. In itself, 
this unstructured approach to alternatives may have provided the ' * 

O . ' 



nios innovi.\t ivc day care. 

/Dig rai.ssing ingredient, however, was a^ plan to 
characterrzG , compare and ass*^;^ these models. For without 
such an evaluation design, the ^N^velopment of alternative-^ 
had little >/alue. to V pretest whA'^h soug^ht to develop 
replicablo models. 

SERVICES "TO STAFF * ^ ^ 

In 'the development of day care services ,* the HEW~Vcrmont 
contraovt required: 

(10) Definition and. evaluation of techniques for 
rapid resource drvelopment at the local level 
including the . development of personnel to 
provide child -care services. Alternatives 
whiich wi 11 be explored include : {1 ) job 
' tjcaining programs (i. e., New" Careers possi- 

I5i^ties for FAP recipients and other non- 
professionals in the child care field) which 
might be .coorfJinated v;ith employment training 
compone/its^of FAP and the ongoing,' WIN and 
. ^ MDT.^ programs; and (2) follow-up training 

and definition of continuous sta'ff services,^ 

whl~c lr~mrg h' t' 'lJe~~n ec es"sary in ^Th e ope rati on"' 

of child care programs. Th'e introduction of 
child development, into home care should be a 
major consideration in bqth training programs 
fort personnel . • 

Mathematica. Inc. 

The' paragraph above was inserted verbatim, in the Mathe- 
matica contract. However, that company ' e . s taf f received no 
requests from the Vermont planners to provide assistance in 
the area of job training programs and^none of their report^ 
contain any reference to it. , 
. o ' \^ 

Apparently, Mathematica ' s major contribution to the child 
caiire planning staff evolved into three tasks: , 
' * • 

t 1.,^ the screening, and baseline surveys; 

.2. o'onnultation and advice in the. developnent of fee 
schedules ; and 

' 3. -design and development of the voucher experiment. 
Our inves tiga tic|n re veal (2^ 

a. that tllie ba^aSiline data was received 'after the writing 

of th|} Operations Plan ; 

b. that> Mpthomatica ' s f ee schedule input was "extremely 
■ valuable" to FAP Planning, and 
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c . that the voucher experimejit was not tested 
f 'beca'usQ estimates of cost indicated it would 

' ' be too expensive. 

Day Care Unit staff describee the Mathematica child care 
inl'ormaticn as "hard to reac^ . , . not^ summarized , . , . . 
of no value in deli<''ering day care . " 

New Caleers ^ 



OrV. 



'. Ong. special project was developed by Mike WViston ol 
the F^Uf" planning staff in cooperation with WIN staff, a 
one year training. prog^*am for four FAP mothers to become 
day care aides under a joint funding arrangement. ^Typical 
of the pretest, however, most o.f the planning revolved ^ ■ 

around funding questions^ We found no system to evaluate 
the net effect of the program on trainees, children or 
employers . ■ ■ , 

The Thiokol Contract . 

IMie first draft of the Vermont FAP prete-s't proposal 
contained $50,000 for 'the FAP planning staff .to use for * 
research and innovation. Assumij?g that most Vermont 
'day care would probably continue to be provided through 
homes a^nd home -grown- small centers, at least for a substantial 

period of the pr e tTe st7 F AP ~ p I a n h e r s wif n t"e d™ t:o "e :<^p To r e " " t h e 

possibilities of getting developmental day care into hopie 
sites. ' ■ 

However , in the "final proposal , the . $50 , 000 was placed 
in the budget of the Day. Care Lfnit .which decided to hire 
a .consulting firm f pr*' technicaX. assistance. 

' •' *.-■■*. ^ , r • ' 

After verbally requesting proposals from fifteen 
different companies., most of whom submitted position papers, 
the 'Executivtv Conoaittee o^-^J^e State ^-^C Committee selected 
four finalists, intieirvievA^ ^T>eir representatives in , 
Boston and selected Thioko^Chemical Corporation on 
October 15, 1970, ' " . * 

After revisi ng the original contract to obtain DUEW 
approval, SOEO and the Thiokol Corporation signed a contract 
on November 24, 1970 ,^ effective November 30, 1970, The 
contract was subsequently amended, ^s required by DHEW, 
on F'ebruary 10, 1971. (See. Appendix A-4 . ) 

Thiokol agreed to provide professional services in 
three areas :. . .. • 

1 . planning of day care facilities ; 
2,. . staff training; and ■ ;' . ' ' ^ 

3 .> development of evaluati<pn procedures for tlie day care 
' . . unit . ' ♦ . ■ ' . 
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Bo.,Causo of tho special importance of evaluation to 
oyaJruation .work m ghaptcr 6 (pp. 137-l^y). 

ov„r;rrnf-^°^^"''''^'ir'^- excerpts describe Vcrma.it' s. 

expectations with respect to facilities aiid, training : : 

. A. FACi-Li'.;:?.:s ■ ^ ' ' 

^ ■ i'ro\iicic procedures aid guidelines in 
■ accordance with state and federal 
requirements to; 

'■ 

1. Loccjue potential day care facilities 

2. Assess facility suitability. 

3. Hstimate facility rehabilitation 
coasts that conform to St;ate of 

• ^ Vo'rmort and Federal- Interagency 

day care minimum licensing 
roquirem(?nts . 

This/will include the servi ces - of a 
faciility engineer on site on an "as 
needed" basis to survey selected sites 
witJ/in th^five (5) STATE-designated 
- CAPy-areas, wh-ich~wi"lT not" exceed" a 

tot^A of fiv- (5) separate locations... 

. . The facility engiifeer will assist when 
• possible 4-C groups, . ei ther local day 

^^^c center staffs, and local 'Jlead Start 

program directors. 

B. STAFF TRAINING 

A comprehensive staff training and 
1_ development program for selected members 

of the Vermont Day Care Operations- Unit 
staff will be provided. Seiectio."; of 
the staff to be train.ed will be made bv 
the STATE. ^ 

" The comprehensive staff training and 
development program will include a 
* training sJession for 'the staff 'of the 

^ermoiu Day Care Opera tions Unit, 
utilizing the training package to be 
developed by the CONTRACTOR. Also a 
limited number of operating level staff 
wor-kshops or training sessions will be 
conducted by the staff of the Vermont 
Day Care Operations Unit, with the 
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' ■ • * 

assistance oJ; the CONTRACTOR for five 
(5) to eight ( 8) ' sessions . These 
training sessions or workshops will .be 
• located geographically throughout the 
State of Vermont to allow maximum 
exposure of the staff of the Verraont ^ 
Day Care Operations Unit to th'"^* expertise 
of the CONTRACTOR within the period of 
performance of the contract. .... ^' ' . 

D . ' REPORTS ^ ' - 

Five (5) copies of the firi^al report of 
activities completed by the CONTRACTOR 
will be furnisho^ to the STATE within 
thirty (30) day^ following contract ^"^ 
completion . ] 

Washington FAR staff raised- several important questions 
in writing regarding t'he training/ technical assistance aspects 
of the woi-k , bub LICD investigators could find no evidence 
of follow-up by HEW. . ' 

As for the actual Thiokol work and its value to child 
^car_e_pliinnijig,,_i:hese_..were--- our— f-indi-ng s : y,; ' . • ■ 

1. A Thiokol engineer was assigned to the Day Care. Unit 
for 13 weeks. As of 9/16/71 no written suirtniary of his work 
had been received and no evaluation was made. Also . there .was 
no follow7up to detenaine whether or^not this work was helpful 
to the sites -^e facilities. '■ , 

2. Thiokol/ prepared a 300 page, 15-part training manual 
and conducted jo. 10-day training seminar in Morttpelier for . 
State Day Care Staff, FAR Planning Staff and Head Start 
Regional Directors » 

As part of the preparation for this work, Thibkol 
obtained input, from people all over Vermont. Their six week 
contract was extended for an additional sixty days to 
accommodate the new time dimension caused by this field 
research. 



J, 



One hundrea fifty 66'iiies of the /manual were printed 
and distributed as follows: ./ 

Each CAA 

All relevant state agencies 
Regional 4-C ' s 
Head Start directors 
Relevant private agencies 
- . Public day care operator.s 
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4-C .related daiy care operators 
Other operators who requested copies 



Subsequently, requests for copies coming from out of stati 
were referred -to Thidkol . ^ 

\ The Day Care Unit used the manual to tjrain da:^ care 
oporatc^rs and we learned that Head Start ati^ Day Care staff 
used it, along with other resources, for Technical Assistance 
; and Training, ■ » 

. .. Despite, this wide-spread use of the Thiokol training' ■ 
manual, LICD analysis found it to be unsuitable for amateurs. 
It is a well-done but highly technical work designed chiefly 
for experienced; trainers . The manual includes -a ready guide 
for day care operations which leaves the impression that the 
manual is mostly for traj.neri>, but v»ith an air df "while 
we're at it, let's throw in something for center directors." 

Except for the initial ten-day 'seminar conducted by 
Thiokol, the 'manual does not seem to' be part of a concerted 
training effort for the development of Day Care Center 
personnel by a corps of competent trainers. 

■ ^The most valuable part of the Trainer* s Guide deals 
with assessing training needs. There is a fine, detailed 
explanation (in.,;bpth written and graphic forms) of a 'systems 
approach, to tr a lining . And though it requires a great deal 
of prior experience for the trainer--one of the reasons we 
concluded tl^at the manual was meant for use by experre'nced 
trainers-- this assessment model is excellent. 

The trainer info'rmation notes offer one possible danger, 
however — that the mainual could be handed "to ^.some inexperi- 
enced person with the notion that Teadiog the"*notes will 
.result in an instant trainer. Great harm could result from 
that--not .the author's f ault--because the training- program^ 
lirfiited as it is in technique/ has a complexity which 
requires skilled trainers. 

One other criticism by Mike Wriston concerns what the 
manual; doesn ' t include; , 

, , all budge~t and management 
' issues, almost all substantive 
organizational and responsibility 
' ■ \ issues," and the more specific questions 

\^ of transportation and staffing pa t^rns 
\ (i.e. , child care as a career,- particularly 
\ for low income people) . . a lack of 
innovation or substantive discussion 
\ in the (more complex) areas of 



ERIC 



D^VGloping Daily Activities and 
licrrlth Pr.ogranis . 



SF RVirFQ TQ CHILDREN 



Tho llEW-Vermont contract states ; 

. Design of rererral _procGc3.ures between day 
c a i: e and other TAP components: Of ' " , 
particular concern will be referrals 
for supportive services for children. 

This expectation was translated into the Mathematica 
contract as : ' 

(6) Deterinino how tne Medicaid elig i hi 1 i t v 
f unction for these ]>ersans e 1 i.y iblo f c;r 
state suppleme/Hts or AABD will bo 
administered. 

( 7 ) Develop procedures for the re f err a 1 

of- recipients between the various . ^ • 

agencies and . . . local day 'care 
agcancy . 

Based on our very small pilot site sample, and 
interviews with state and local staffs, there diji not appear 
to be any system for* using the Mathernatica papers to help 
provide andillary services to FAP day care children during 
the planning process. . 

There continued to be substantial disagreement about, 
defining and providing quality child care and its relationship 
to supportiv^e serviee.s. * . . 

SERVICES TO FAMILIES ^ . 

HiiW required: 

\ \ ■ 
{.6 ). \Examinatioh and identification of the. 
relationship between job or -industrial 
development in a community and the ease in 
development of chi.ld care services . ■ 

. Once again, Mathematica was expected to provide sei:^'i«e. 
Baseline^ data include statistical information relating ^ 
employment to child .care services but , to oui\ knowledge , no 
statewidA system v/as devised to link . the two components 
during th|e planning process. / ^ ^ 

Therci was one related policy which permitted a FAP parent 
to select uny. day care facility, even certain unlicensed , 



homos. While /a^7prt?arincj to be an option to facilitate 
paren tal employment or trai ning , the approval (for FAP chi Idren 
only) of unli-censed spaces may have created more problems than it 
solved. .. .-. .'^ " ■ 

■ ' . / 

CURRENT STATUS 

By October, 1971, the "operations plan began to come to 
life. Regional 4-C comlnittees were expected to receive '. ■ 
$10,000 each in November/ L971, for "Administrative planning. 

The new Office of Child Development was systematically 
taking shape under the direction of Joan Babbott. 

However, one important area of investigation remained 
unclear at this time. 

During our investigation of the -planning process, we 
were unable to learn whether, if or to* what extent - ■ - 

Community Action Agencies were involved in the FAP child care 
pretest planhi.ng process. ' ■ 

John Wilson's letter of'June 18, 1970..- 
to John Montgomery clearly stipulated that the following 
two conditions were added to the OEO-HEW Agreem.ent: 

(a) HEW will insure that the requirements ;■, 
of Section 232 (d) of the Economic ... 
> Opportunity Act of 1964, as am.ended 

(42 U.S.C. 2825) are met. This Section 
states that : • . 

"No pilot or demonstration 
project under thi s sept ion 
shall be commenced in any - - 

city, county, or other ma-jor 
political subdivisiv:)n7 unless 
'' a plan setting forth »uch 
, ■ proposed pilot or demonstration 
project has t>een submitted to 
• the appropriate community 'ajction 
agency, or , if there is no such 
agency , to the local governing 
officials of the political 
subdivision".. 

If the plan is disapproved by the 
appropriate community agency or political 

::idivision, the proposed project shall 
npt^3;)e commenced unless the pian had ' 
'^been [reconsidered by the Director of . 



OEO and hc^s been .found' to be f ully 
. ^ consistent with the nflrovisions and in 

furtherance of the i^frposes of Title II 
of the EOA, * ' 

(b) It. is understood that those responsi- 
■ hi lities which thjs attached documents 
indicate. will, be performed by OEO will, 
in factj, be pe;rformed by the State 
Economic Opportunity Office. 7.ny . ' 
additional' staff required by the Vermont 
State Economic JDpportunity Office to ■ 
carry on thifs project will be paid for 
but of the funds being transferred under 
this Agreement. 

The letters-then concluded: • . 

't'Jhen you have concurred y^Lth the stipulations 
in this letter ^and the attached documents, 
we would appreciate your Signature below ^nd 
th(^-='re turn of. this letter to me at the Office 
of Economic Opportunity. 

Sincer ely , . . 



. John, Oliver WiUspn \ 
Directo:^ * 

Office of Planning,* Research and Evaluation 

' ■ . ■ 
Approved by « Jl' ^ DHEW 

- i 

Title 

Date_J ' 

While "searching "for evidence of compliance, we learned 
that Vermont FAP Planning Staff was unaware of these 
coj^ditions, as • they were not included in Vermont's working 
documents or' the HEW-Vermorit contract (see Appendix A-1).- 

Inquiries bo the Day Care Uni t staff confirmed our 
findings that there had been no systematic sjugn-o-f f by 
Community Action Agencies. . 

^ " ./ . 

At this wri-ting/ we cou^d find no evidence that HEW 
(J.ohn Montgomery) signed and returned to OEO . (John Wilson) 
the supplementary letter. ; 

The implications are obvious. if, in fact, HEW did not 
agree to the additional terms 'and/or-? if HEW did not incliade 
those terms in its contract with Vermont, FAP planners in 
Verm6nt can 'hardly be held accountable Jfor compl4^"^e. 





j Chapter 5 ' , ' 

. Money . \ 

The Vern\ont FAP^pretest followed the traditional i:>attorn 
of federally funded programs (see Figure' 1) . Uach ^of the f.ede 
agencies involved required written proposals frojn^lis counter- 
part agency dn ,the state. These proposals were taiciorqd to 
fit the existing' federal guidelines and regulations, ■ In at ' 
least one case , ('federal officialis actually wrote the proposal'^ 
for one component , a proposal w>^ich was criHi^icized as urtreal-"* 
istic and later modified, in a limited way, by, state officials 



Despite a tradition of shying away from federal program 
funds, Vermont's, shift in/'the Qthet direction duf-incj the 
past few years is sharply reflected in agency nomenclature: 
th^ State "Office of Economic Opportunity/' the ney. "Office- 
of Child Doj/elopment," the "FAP" Planning. Staff . 



Farther indication o,f this . phenomanQn became apparent 

'as we disccvejced, in the vertical working relatibnsl^ips , . 

strong identification betwedh counterpart agencies in Vermont 

and Washington: FAP to FAP and Day Care Unit (S0£;0) with . 

CCD i-n HEW. , . . ' . . 

• % ^ ^ ^ • , 

T^^ rfeal significance of t^ly.s finding lies wi'Ui^its 
effect on .planning and decision-making,.. For when the fund-* 
ing source not only determines the problem or issue^ buJt also 
directs ' What to" do. about it, how to do it* and controls the 
respurc^s , state yarj/d- local planning' becomes merely an 
exerci^^e ia compliance." ?,,, ^ ■ , " ^ 

^ In. the case" of the Vermont pretest, the FAP staff, was .to 
plan and coordinate, 'but^its woigk concerned financial manage- 
ment almost exclusively. The deerigrts of the child care com- 
ponent and 1:h"e operations plan are so heavily involved -with 
money thai;' the reason ^ for . the expenditures appears to be 
secondary, . HdweVer, it should.be noted that both the HEW- 
Vermont contracti and the OEO-HEW Agreement required ,this ■ ^ 
emphasis . | J 

- ' \ HEW/VERMONT CONTRACT . 

..(8) Development of alternative 'schedules con- 
trolling the share of day care cost to i . 
be'borne by families .at any given in- ■ 
<». ' "come ^^level. Schedules t-GSted should . 

include at least. one which introduces J 
^ ' ^ ■ ...intio the decision of a. parent .who . 
■ *■ ■ ' is af'best a "potential'ly low, .wage 

earner or who has a. large numbej: of . 
dependent ^childVen, full' coiasider action 



■ \ 
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PROGRAM Component funding of- vermpnt fap pretest fv igro 'i 



■i'OTAL HLW COKTRACT LJUDGLT 



F/vP Planniny and 

Uaaclino Sjrvt?y (1110) S GOf^jiO 
OKO: Child Care Cor;iponcnt i,Q3H,3.30 
1110; ChiU^'Caro Coiv.}ionent 2<j9',C70 



TOTAL 



$1 ,80^. 330 



STATEw:::)i; child care silrvicl: systi-k 



$1 ,034 ,330' 



-> liKW/SR:> 



HLw/sRS' (iiior 



^1 



*SOEO Day Care g^nit 
(OCD as of 8/22/71) 

$ 112,500 Title IV^Svirvices 

12 ,500 Title- IV-Adininistr^atiori • 
203,890 - (1110) » o ■ 

$i;034 ,330 - (OEO) j 




► S112 ,500^p~Other Operations 

'•'Local MatclvN" ^ 
, Title IV~A/ 




Tit.Ic IV (i.jpi 



static Leyislaturo 
125,000 Title IV-A 
{Hatch iwj) 



F A l> I'lanninij (Child Caic 
$C5,760 (1110) 



j bocial ^5ervices 


Vocational Rehabilitation 


Lrp,;) 1 Gvnon i /T r a i n i nq 








IflHW/SRS - 1115 S~j 


. . L HEW/SRS - RSA S | 


' DOL . S ' 


1 *SDSW l^-^-^ 


1 - ' 


. ■ i ■ 




1 *SDVR 1 


1 SDES.] 

A — ' * 




DURJ.INGTON-MORRISVILLt:' E&D PROJECT 





Opportunity beca„,o co^,ponents of tt,e Agency of Mun,ar. Services on Janu.ry JS, I971 



/ 
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of, the cost of child care v/]iich the 
^ ci e c i s i oA -W^^', o r k in vol vc* s / At t h e 
^ .sanic time the schedules should not 
imjjose cxces-'iive disincentives to 
slanificant labor force potential or 
iattachment. Schedules to be tested 
* should also" reflect differences in 
tl)C quc^lity of care provided so as 
t .>r encour cicje utilization of less 
e>: jjensive . forms'^ of day care thus 
both niinimi^iiiy federal cost- ar^d 
/ •. prpvidi.ng a n.itural raticninq 
mechanisiT; for scarce rejsources . 
Schedule lo be tested shall be ( 
* jointjy agreed to by the State and 
the r;ili:w project officer. 

(d) Desiqii and c/aluation of various 

child care p.ayine it systemf^ and ' 
adi'.ini'.vtrative procedures for 
their iiTif^l enionta tion . Alternatives 
for e;-;air.ple, will include : 

(a) \'ouchers'to inflividUal::; , 

(b) income exclusion, and 

(c) direct contract^j with the 

day care providers. The possibility 
of desicjnincj payment systems v/hich 
v;ould encourac/e. thjj^e -ji monetary 
r cv;a rds , qua 1 i trj- se rv i ces arid 
trai:ieti personnel will also be 
explored. Systems to be tested 
shall be^ jointly aqreed to by 
the State and the DHEW project 
Officer. f 



(4) v:ith the operations staff .the 
■ dovelopnent of proceciures for 
jo j nt, funding of day care' programs 
(Title IV and FAP) until 'such time 
as , national le:j relation is passed 
wiiich v.-ill place responsibility " 
for day care funding wi th one 
agency . 

j(4} Related to "t hie joint funding policy, 
! procedures must be designed to 
i r 1 .'i u r e that equal s e r \' i^c e s a r e 
•• - provided children in any one 

ceiiter or hom,e. For ^example., since 
, FAP mdr^ies provide %or ifedical and 
dental Services and Title IV monie-j 
do not in'^Vcrmont, the problem of 
integrating these funds at the 
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Oi'cra tional level mus t bo rcsorved . 

{ 3 ) Dg fini t ion of a S ta te pol i cy r^- 

y ard iny the dis t ribut ion and . • • 

coordination og;: 100?. redcral contract ^ . , 

r.onics tor day .care (FAP) with L ' 

c x i'fe t i ng Federal monies r oc ; u i j- i n q 4 
local casl^i and in -kind commitments 
(Title IV) , This policy and pro- 
cedures fejr its use will bo of / ' 
particular concern in tiie short raiw,^:^ . .^^ 
opera tional pliase of Vormon t ' s - 
. day care p r o cj r a m . 

OEO AGREEMENT ^ 



'Phe OLIO-IIKV; Agroemont repeated the'' last, two paragraphs 
verbatini/ and also included the followny two paragraphs 
(si ic^jhtly- modified) which had b'een written into the oricjinal 
Vermont proposal. . . 

A , total gl $834,331) is provided for the 
purchase of child care services over a 
•ten-month period (less than a "full 
v'ear * n funding) is roquireti in order 
to al-lqw time for the day care unit^ to 
become operational. IKt an annua] 
cost of $1,600 per child for full time 
care, these funds would purcliase 437 
full time day care spaces *and 501 before? 
si^.id after school spaces . In addi tion to • 
the funds 'provided by OEO, Title IV monies 
ill the State will be used to purchase , 
day care services for 625 children at ' 
• an annual cost of $1/248 per child 

and 'before and aft(^r school or part- . 
time services for 20 0 children at 
$600 per clii Id , The day care operational , 
I staff will provide the developmental, _ ^ 

. * adminis tra tive and support services 
for bo.tii the Title IV funds and the 
requested chi Id care and seed gran t 
funds under this contract , 

Experience^ has shown yiat one of thr 
greatest barriers' to establishing a ^ 
. • center or home that meets the licensing 

standards of tiie Department of SociaJ? 
, Welfare is the lack of "seed money" to 
mee't the costs of renovating the aval 1 able 
f aci 1 i t^ies and to purchase necessary 
equipment. This agreement thus provides 
' $150,000 in "^eed money" to meet the 
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Start up cos^'-s of new child care facilities. \ . 
The costs were estimated on the basis of an 
average of $2,300 peV^centor for fifty (50) 

. new centers, and $500 per home for fifty (50) ; 

new child care homes. ' ' 

, ' •= I 
The following paragraph in the original Vermont proposal- 

•was restated in the OEO-HHW Agreement verbatim. ; 

A plan for expending the day cai^^e 
operation^al funds will be joiny.y 
agreed to ^by Federal and State agencies 
before operations commence. 
* » 

During tl]e planning, pr<Dcess , there? s-eemed to be some' 
confusior. bver-.us'ing "seed money" to reiiabili.tate existing 
centers, and homes which were "newly" accepting" IV-A and 
FAP children. ■ ' - ^ . 

Under the terms of the Memor/indum of Agreement, OEO | 
transferred $1,034,332 to HEW, budgeted as follows ; ! , 

1 . Provision for Qonsultant Services 

Research an/ Innovation $ 50,000 \ 



2 . Provision fcfr Seed Grants • ■[ ' ■ 

50 Cento/ -X $2,500 125,000 ' 

^ 50 Homes X $^500 25,000 ; 

3 . Child Care Services 

437 children in full time care 

X $1,336* '^583,832 
501 children in before and ■ ' 

' after school care X $500* 250,500 

TOTAL $1 ,034 ,332 

* 10 months funding 

MATHEMATICA, INC. % 

With a systems focus clearly on ^regulating monies, it^ 
contract Emphasized the^ expectation that the Mathematica input' 
would heip._produc6 an economically sound planning scheme for 
TAP administration, i. e., one 'based on the theory of economic 
man:' that,. given adequate and sufficient income or supplemen,t 
in-kind, subsequent activities would automatically meet 
human needs. 

The Mathematica .contract: stated: 

(19) With the operational staff , develop ^ 
^ procedures for joint funding of 

• •> 'day care programs (Title IV and ^ 

FAP) until such time as national' 
legislation is passed whi£:h will 
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placo responsibility for day care 
funding with one agency. 

(22) Develop alternative schedules 

control 1 ing . tfve share of day care 
cos t to be borne by f ami lies, 
at any given inconie level. 
Sched,ules tested should include 
_ at least one v;hich 'introduces 
into the decision of a parent ■ 
who is at best a ootential ly 
low wage earner or who has a 
large number of dependent ^':hildren 
full consideration or the cost 
of ciiild care -which 'the decision 
to //ork "involves. At the same 
time the schedules should not 
impose excef^sive disincentives X^- 
' ■ to maintenance and expansion of 
vark effort for those persons 
with significant labor force 
potential or attachment . 
-Schedules to be tested should 
also ref lec t differences in the 
quality of care provided so as ' 
to encourage utilization of less * 
e>Lpensive forms of day care thus 
both minimizing federal cost" 
and providing a natural rationi.ng 
mechanism for scewrce resources. ' 
Schedules to be tested shall be 
jointly agreed to by the State 
yand the DHEW Project Officer. 

Design and evaluate various chi Id 
care payment systems at^d admin- 
istrative procedures for their 
implementation. Alternatives, for 
example / will include : (a) vouchers 
to in^li.viduals / (b) income exclusion, 
and (c) direct contracts with tjio' 
day care providers. * The possibility 
o,f designing , payment syy^tems which " • . 
would encourage / thtougli monetary 
rewards , quality serviced and 
trained 'D(^sonnel will also oe 
explored . Systems to be tested • 
shall be jointly agreed to<^y the 
State "and the.. DHEW Project Officer. 



) 
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FINANCIAL PLANNING 

Most of the planning for day care centered around fee 
schcdulci^, payment plans and fiscal controls. Costs "of 
day caro v;t^re arrived at .usiny i^uporficial formulas easily 
manijjula teci natheniatically and only somewhat relevant to 
actual costs of day caro operations in Vermont.' , 

Planning began v;itl7 dollars and a limited design for 
child caro services, rather t]-ian with actual day caro 
costs and a realistic budget to accomplish agreed upon 
object ivos . ..• , c 

FEE SCHEDULES 

The original rAP bill uicluded a $30.0 0 weekly per child 
foe and that figure was used initially in Vermont. 

'Chitt'endon 4-C received payment at tliat"" rate for tlie 
early E D day care' service until a decision was made that 
PAP foes conform to Title IV-A, whicli pays $24,00 per week. 

■ One reason given for using -the . lower $24.00 'figure was 
ti\at the local matching "...way too hard to get." ^ 

In 1969, Bennington Day Care,. a private operation 
run by Dan holland, charged an $18.00 fee v;hich j::ove rod 
staff, rent aAd utilities costs only. The children received 
social services from JtHe United Counseling Service, medical 
care from Medicaid or private doctors, and food was donated 
.from the local liigh school cooking class. Transportation was 
provided by parents, and supplier; and equipment Were begged 
and d^onated.- There v;as no dental care. 

Bennington, which opened ^n Ma'rch , 1969, was ready tq ' 
ciase its doors in August, fiv6 rtionths later, unable to 
meet operating cos ts,^ when Dan Holland met Preston Bruce,' at 
la meeting in Washington and learned of tne 4-C and Title IV-A 
programs and their potential for Vermont^ 

■litrnrtrnt:!^ and others wanted to raise the IV-A guide li-nes 
/to match FAp\ hoping that the $;30.00 FAP fee schedule v;ould 
/upgrade IV-A;\ Instead, FAP' was adjusted downward to $24.00. 

Bennington, became the first day ^re. center to receive 
Title IV-A fundJs in September, 1969. . 

Later, the rV^.P staff arrived at a preliminary figure of 
.$21.19, usiiig a rate model developed for the operations plan. 
This figure assumed that medical costs would be met by 
Medicaid and there would be add-ons for unmet costs, such as' 
renovation. 
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There was some concern a t the loca 1 level' that priva to 

homes receiving $24.00 might not v.vint to use part of: that 

later to pay for ancillary services when suc}i costs may be 
required by the S^tate. • 

COMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE (4-C) 

Wi.th few exceptions / the regional 4-C committiees in 
Vermont subcontracted with the state to provide FAP and 
Title IV- A d'ay care services : This rale of operating 
agency 'differe;:! from the original 4-C concept in which 
groups of volunteers wore to i#e responsible only as catalysts, 
coiiununity organizers and policy makers. 

' ■ In 1970, the Vei'mont State 4-C Committee drafted guide-* 
'lines and regulations for tlie regional 4-C^con\i »i ttoes whicii 
included these statements '/rP^sjTnancing : 

Th^ Regional ^-cj shall .v . 

Oversee and coord\nate ;thG/disbursement 
of funds to promotV-^ept^faTting ef Iriciency^. . . . 

B. Definit:ion of Grantee : The grantee 

ri the Regie n^^ Conununi ty^^Coordinated 
Child Care (4-C) CoRinAittee^ in those i 
areas where a regional )3-C fcommittje 
is incorporated and pr^^sen t ly under 
service contract with the State 
Office of Economic Opportunity. 
The grant period would be for one 
year , bas*ed on the assumption that 
the federal funds would be available 
,for that period o^' time- However; 
in the jsyent that federal .funds 
were not forthcoming, the grant 
\%^uld be cancelled on a thirty • 
day notice . 

3. "i^The Regional 4-C will establish 

an adequate a:ccoun ti ng system approved 
by State OEO with adequate internal 
controls to safeguard assets / 
check the acduracy and reliability 
of accounting data and promo te , 
^ efficiency of bperations- 



4. In addition, an annilalttlndependent 
audit -of the fiscal ' records will 
be required. 
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5, A schedule of payiaents to be made 

to the Committee. ^ 

6. The contract may be terminated if » 
Federal funds were, not forthcoming 
for tlie tull^period of the contract, 

/ failure to ulf i 1]. tlie obi ig at ions 

of the contract in a timely and 
proper manner, or ineffective or 
improper 'use of the funds provided. 

Title IV requires 12 1/2% local matching, other than a 
fee. Parents can d onate because f\%ey cannot be' used for 
local sjiare. Site money goes monthly with billing forms 
to the local ..4-C or to a local umbrella group, and is then 
tr-ansmitted to the state which matches with 12 .1/2% more. 
The final 75% is federal matching. - ' 



FAP uses the same procedure,' bu^ sends only billJ.ng forms 
and requires "no local matching. 



DU^ send 



' Under pressures oi pretest timing, Vermont 4vC com- 

mittees were usually in existence only 2 to 8 weeks before 
receiving their first contract. (See^Fiqure 2 , Chronology 

C hart , p. 14^9 for contract information . ) 

Apparently, np ov'f/ralJL,, adrpi-nistratfve plan was establish- 
ed for contracting with lo«ai^rgan izafiions , 

At the state level, a separate contract was written with 
eac}'. subcontractor for each type of funding (seed grant, 
direcjt grant, FAP ^services , FAP planning, Title^ IV-A planning. 
Title IV-A services) rather than a single contract, with 
multiple clauses. (T^e categorical funding syndrome.) 

At the. regional 4-C' level , volunteers attefnpted to cope 
with administrative r legal , f inancial and operational 
responsibilities, all of which frequently, fell to one or. 
two. leaders, who did the best they could-, on their own. 

, s - ■ ■ ■ . 

So it appears that one volunteer bookkeeper in e^ch 
4-C became the receiving end *or all the Sophisticated 
financial planning without adequate time or technical . 
* assistance to prepare for the important responsibility. 

CURRENT STATUS 

All thi ngs .considered , Vermont moved quickly to start a 
statewide federal pr6gram from scratch,- particularly since 
traditional categorical . funding pro'cedures w^re used. Giv^en 
the pretest nature of the project, however, more detailed 
pla^nning might have been directed toward sorting out fiscal ^ 
policy, budgeting, financial management and accounting. 

It may be tha.t/much of the confusion over money stemed from 
a blurring of these very different though closely related 
functions. . . 
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Chapters- . '• 

Evaluation 

In doscri.*bing and evaluating th^ process and ^hc? 
sitjnifjcant factors which impacted on the planiiiiicj for the 
Vermont Model FAP Child Care System, LI CD conside.i:ed tiu^ 
project's internal evaluation system one of the most critical 
fac:tors to assess. This judgment was based on several prersiiscs 

First, evaluation is an i ntegral , essen t ial cornponent 
of: planning and action in any field of human endeavpr; second, 
evaluation is aljsolu tely , i ndi spensable in the^ planning and 
irjpj oriieJitation of now, innovative or experimental programs; 
ai>d third,' the ^development of an evaluation sys tern requires, 
'pyiority emphasis, effort and expertise throughout' the ]ifo 

a program- -eispocial ly an experimental pretest such as the 
^Vorrnont FaT^ Child Care Sy's tern. ^ 

T}iesc premi:;es proceed from 'a v/orhing definitioiv of 
evaluation as a man agement to ol which gathers" da^u regarding 
process and i:;£oduct of a ];rogram in order to affect decisicn - ^ 
making.- In cthepM^oriis , evaluation attempts to measure how. 
efficiently and - e f f ectively an organizational system moves 
toward its end results and -kiow wo 11 it actually does accomplish 
those results. , . 

Considering the state of the art of -ev^aluation , particu- 
jarly in rolatior; to social action programs, the development . 
o an effective evaluation .system is undeniably difficult. iy/ 
Vet, in the awarenesr. of that di f f:icul;ty lies the urgency 
for .T. a ;i c r a 1 1 a n t i •" m i t o t h o t ask. 

'rh i. a ; • r,j ■/ .j, _ .j r i b s the . ; i to r n a 1 evaluation of t li e 
■■; i.-r*t', - :i t }\': C n i i d C a r o 3 y • ♦ ■: ■ j iv- i /i l e r m s of v/h. a t \'J a s e x p gc t ct^ i 
•arid c;ci\i'V'.d ^:uri!iq the ;;larni:iq process.. * ^i^' 
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7h(^ L.lrrt pri,u\ary povr^t r i ■ :.:iy;j\\.: ■.•;•>> rht; contr.ict 

r.ogo t L a ted •• i .e tv.-t-.c n Di i hW ar. d X:\\ c ■ St" .i '-■ f \'- : i r,-:. :: t on J u ly 1 , 
1970. • Ameng ti^.u.four component rc.j-. 
h! ta tc o rnon t v>: re 'chc dove 1 opiac ri 

care under FAP and ti\e OMpan-; i on of '.lay-carc faciiit:i 
t i \ r o iKj ii o \.i t t h e S t a-.t o . " ^ V • 



i,b: lit aBSLinied by tl 
of a :\o.icl plan for hr, 



■Vith ]:espect to evaluation, the contract .specifies that 
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The coiVtractor shall develop internal 
GV>il uabion procedures and conduct an on- 
going evaluation of tke demonstration , 
^.Troject . Tn, addition, it is understood 
that liLW wil'l .subsequently qonduct an 
i ndependent evaluation of the Vermont 
project through contract v;ith en ou,tside 
'organization. Specification of the 
objectives of the day care demonstration, 
the design of the evaTua'tion study and 
its relationship to evaluation of man- 
power and services demonstrate "^n will ^ 
be developed by HEV;, OEO and Dv^L, ... ' 

Under a section of the contract entitled Sp eci f 1 c ' 
Ch i Id Care Planning Tasks , it is stated tliat-, among other 
things, the contractor will be- responsible for : • 

. . . the ?iesign and evaluation of various ■ 
child care payment sys terns ' and administra- 
tive procedures for their implementa- 
tion .. . 

. . . the definition and. evaluation of 
techniques for rapid resource development 
at tiie local level includJ ng the devel- 
opment of personnel to provide child care 
services. 

* 

Under the sectiiDn of the contract entitled Speci f ic 
Tasks "To Be Performed in the Expansion of Child Care 
Services and Faci lities Throughout the State , It is 
stated that the contractor v;ill be responsible for: 

The development of internal ■^valuation 
procedures ' for assessing the ef f ect i veness 
of the opera'tiag programs and the state- 
wide "staff itself. 

Additional evaluation" expectations were imposed by OEO 
in its agreement with HEW on June 18, 1970, which specified: 

Although the contractor v;i 11 develop 
i nternal evaluation procedures and condi5ct 
'* an ongoing evaluation of the demonstration 

project it is understood that WZVi will 
s ubsequently conduct an independent evalu- 
ation .of the Vermont project through con- 
tract with ancyther organi zat ion . Speci- 
f i cat ion of the objective of the day care 
demonstrations, the design of the evaluation 
s tudy and i ts relationship to eval uation 
of manpov;er and services demonstration.^ 
wiU be developed by HEW, OEO, and DOL. 
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Another source of cvaiucition e>:poctationr. is : ou nd in 
the agreement between DIIEW and LI CD undor v;hich LI CD bccnrae 
tjie ''outsidci organization" selected co conduct an independent 
ovalaation of the prpjc'ct. A key statement in that agrconent 
is: ' 

Evaluation of quality of care provideci will 
be- the responsibi la. ty of the Vermont Task 
Force under the existing contract. The 
evaluation team (i.e., LICD) will work with 
the Vermont Task Force to define quality 
child care in terms of program character- 
istics and toprepare forms , ques tionnai res 
and personal visit Schedules needed to 
assess quality in operating programs. 

In short, in order to expect an outside contractor to 
provide technical assis^tance -in the development of ^rograra 
quality indicators {a facet of (^valuation), there is 'an 
expectation \that tlie Vermont Tas'k Force is developing such 
indicators- A * i - 

Finally, in addition to cowtracTpual reCjui rements 
regarding evaluation , "-LICD must include in its assessment 
of l^he planning pirocesB the assumptions discussed in tho 
beginning of thi's chapter regarding the role of evaluation .. 
in any sound planning exercise, i.e., that evaluation is an 
integral essential co_niponent of planning which requires 
empliasis, effort 'an'd^exper^ise in order to be effective. 

• FINDINGS 

In terms of the fcderal/^tate contract between DHHW 
and the State of Vermont, the words and references to 
evaluation specified in the con trac b boi 1 down to one clear 
expectation: the development of internal evaluation 
pr ocedures for the ' planning and operation of the FAl^ Child , ' 
Care System . LICD s investigation of Vermont ' s .internal 
evaluation system shows the following: 

Mathematica, Inc. received a subcontract from the State 
of Vermont to assume major responsibility in the planning 
process, specifically in regard >, to the gathering of the 
data essential to planning. Volume VI of the Mathematica 
!^eport. Evaluation and Experimentation in Child Care , contains 
the Vermont Child Care Operations Plan'~a^ Chapter- Ill'. The . _ 
report includes a chapter on "Measuring Quality i'n Child Care" 
whicli treats "The Context of Quality" and "Tojpics for 
Measurement." Another cliapter is, entitled ""The Evaluation , 
of Child Care Operations in Verraont r '* this addresses "General 
Considerations in Plans for Eva^luation o'f Child Care," 
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" Evaluat'ing Child Care Gervicos m Conncctioh with Ir.cor.ie 
Maintenance Programs," '^Measures o£ Goals or Outpuls 
of Chi Id Care Programs , " and "Obj gc tivc Measures of: Inpu t.s 
i.n a Chilci Care Program." 

ThJ? Vermont Operations Plan includes one reference to 
evaluation \v/hich. states dimply that the Planning Unit is 
responsible for evaluation. 

Thiokof cjhemi^af Corporation ^ ■' '^^ 

on November 1, 1970, the State OEO Day Care Operations 
Unit ejnteredi into a $50 , 0 00 ' contract with Thiokol Corporation' 
for pi/of essipnal seryices reliiting to Fad li tiies , Staff 
Training and I ITvaluation . Regarding evaluation , ^ the contract 
spedi/fied the following: ' ■ 

^ C- 1 EVALUATION (Procedures) 

1 ■ 

Devi^lopment of an operational quality 
« evaluation ^procedure that will assure* 

efficient and effective program operation . 
These procedures will aid in the ongoing 
internal evaluation or quality control 
of day care programs at the operating 
. ■ level . 

The Thiokol contract v;as completed in March of. 1971 and 

■ their work apparently included some form of fulfillment of 

■ the speci fi cation regarding' e\/'alua tion ; Our at tempt ^'•fx) 
'obtain the produjt of their efforts hav^ been unsuccessful 
since there seems to be only one copy of th.e document 

in the Vermont Child Care office and" no desire to make 
additioaal copies. Correspondence, in December 1970, 'from 
HEW to Vermont contained a significant comment on the Thiokol 
ovaiuatiori responsibilities. • 

. . . The contract requires Thiokol to 
develop evaluation procedures for the day' 
care opefratibns ui?it. The Working P*Lan 
mentions discussion of "means of developi ng 
an on-going meaningful in-house evaluation i 
system which will involve internal inoni torisig 
•and control" "with the State OEO day , care 
operations staff. No further mention of this — 
- N task is made in -terms of (a) what the system 

is to measure (b) when it. will t^e developed 
and '(c) how or when SOEO staff will be trained 
* to use it. • • . 
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In order to complete its contractual responsibility to 
provicle the State of Vermont with a'ssistance in the/dev<^lor.- 
ment of program quality indicator s, LI CD attempted to identify 
the status of this evaluation iresponsibi li ty in the state. 
At this point in time, there is a draft workinq document 
known as 'Program Descriptions" which had been developed over 
^ the course of seven ,.o_r_ eight mbnths by a bhild 
care planner in theFAP Planning Office. The document is a ^ 
fairly comprehensive delineation of necessary/desirable 
components of day care wliich- includes an evaluatory scheiT^. 
AccordiiKj to its-^'arci^^i tect, . planner i'lichael J.-Wriston, it is 
missing tWQ..-^]irGas ; price tags attached to the ^components and - 
a system of weighting components and subcomponents in terms ^ 
of their relative importance. Wriston saw three piarposes 
to the document: ' - * ' ^ 

1. to act as a manual or ^guideline to day 
dare- .boards , 4~C coituT^i ttees and others who 
don't really know or understand what day 
care is all about or what components it 
should include . . ^ 

2. to coordinate the perspectives/ jargon/ 
approaches, etc. -of day care evaluators, 
trainers and otliers, into a unified frame * - 
of reference. . ' - ' 

■I , . ' 

3. to identify clearly what componc^nts 
could/should be found lin .day care and to 

what extent they are not.- ' * ' ' 

The draft of the Program Descriptions is dated July 2'8, 
1971/ when it was . circulated for review and comment- 

In response to our request for a copy of the Thiokol 
evaluation w^,£k / IJICD received a letter' from Mr, W;riston . 
'early in OctotJer. regarding the status of the evaluatory 
schema in Vermont child ca']fe . Hp reported that,, in, terms 
of the "program descriptions" tuming into a "full-fledged" 
evaluatory instrument, not much progress ha^ been'made. From 
a mailing to five Head Start" directorsy three OCD training 
specialists, the Director of OCD, the Director of Planning 
for the Agency of Human Services and the five consultants 
originally involved in the formulation' of the "descriptions," 
Wriston received only one subs tantiv.e critique. As he saw 
the situation then, . . a refinement of the descriptions is 
^he 'best bet' at" present considering 'the fact that the OCD 
and Thiokol evaluatory instruments are unsatisf acj:ory 

' .\ , ■ ■» ■ • • . ■ . ■ 

At this point, we again asked to see a copy of the-' 
Thiokol work in order to "analyze it and were told that 



Tlu-okol held prepared the , evciiuat.ion ■ pieco • " in isolation'" 
uacK in Arx2ona. Tiiey had broiTght one copy cf the repoxt 
to Mo.ntpelicr ana spent ' about f i ve^^^TnT^Ttes on it" durinq" 
tPeir final oral presentation. Tom Davis and Dan ilollancr 
received t.ie i^ooK , whicj^ apparently whs never used, even ' 
^Tlter It was found by Joan Babbott in a closet after' she 
L/ecamo OCD director. • . * ' 

i^ihce we had not yet seen a copy of the work in time 

to assess it for this report, ^we requested a sumnuiry with 

conur.ents and .received the follow^ing information in a lettoi 
from Mike. iVriston. 

. Tiie Thiokoi; evaluation instrument states 
that its\purpose is to make possible the * 
■ determination of: (14 ^he- effectiveness 
of the day cafe center ' s management ; (2) 
' . ' X ^'^^ impact of day care services on p ^^entr. ' 

and communities; p) the effectiveness of 
• day care center "taff; and (4) the prog2;ess ' 
t- - of the child. 7 - ■ 

'l'^ ^1^^^ determination ^1 they have a v 
'"i^^nag^TTient Evaluation Form" which I fou/d 
to be pretty good , "^and which * was center/ri' 

4^on identifying some' management issues r ' 
an'ifl demanding^written specifications pf 

T^jlicies , procedures , roJes, resi^onsi- 
bilities, etc, . 

'T(;^eet determination # 2 they have a ■ 
"J^arent Interview Form" which I found, 
interesting and useful in some ways (e.a,, 
how do you. like the. day care your kids " - 
are getting? what changes hav(^ you ncxf.i oed? ■ 
compla.ints? suggestions-?) but 'too subjective 
and limited to really begin to meaciure "the 
■ il?££.^. of " day care^ services on paients ' and 
communities . " •* 

To meet determination #3 they, have a staff 
evaluation form, which' uses / '1 to 5 scale - ' 
(alM.os^t never, sometimes ,' of ten , frequently, 
always) to generally assess staff in terms " ' 
■ of u^e of: creativity, inductive approach, 

reinforcement techniqCies., informal play:, 
■ effective parent involvement' and degree .of 
cooper^ation. As above,' I find this ' ' 
interesting and somewhat useful- but— like . 
• "all" of the -Thibkol material — its strength 
seems ^o be its systematic approach and 
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^ -its GucjaestGci prob 1 cri-.sr^l ■■.■] lui tcc'-ww ^luc. 

^ n i;d i t s r o a 1 v; o a k r. e s g any s i: b s t :\nt ivo. , 

coniprchcns i vo kr.owlcacjc of ciii. ]d 
^ dcycloprAon L . 



.'s To meet: detcrmina Li on A , they have '' .3ll.T;^- 
\l ' poc Is" for 2 - y oa r p 1 d ' s , 3 - y c a r- c ] v.: ' s*, - 
4-yoar -old's and 5 -year- old' . i eaoh of 
throe areas; Soci*al DevC|i-f?j-.- : -.f, Mental 
Development, Phyfyical DevV 1 opnient . T)^c 
item- poo Is consist of-iO-Jo colored indoy. 
^ • cards in each '"area" for*^.'acii ^iqe . For > 
instance, one of the 4-ydar-o] d ' s ytcntal 
De vo 1 opmc n t 1* nd e x cards reads: ''Can count, 
to ten-*'' ,One of tiie 2-yoa'r-olfJ ' s i hys.i ca] 
Devolopment index cards reads: "Turns 
{jage;5 one by one," One of tiio 3-year- 
old' s Goal Development index cards reads: 
''Is cooperative . '■' Again, the idea, the 
f str-ucture, the technique is cood but the, • 

child development knov.'ledcje^ is spotty, not 
' comprehensive (although quite gf;cd ^in 

places). Another related obsor/ation iicre 
is that the Social Development i terr.s seen 
to come down pretty hard on the side of 
conformity (as in good n.a nn ars , obedience, 
etc. ) . * 

Also* to meet determination M they include 
a "Chilfl Pi*ogress Assessment Form" on 
which "tlie evaluator can write down the items 
(as above), evaluate performance (Acceptable, 
Partial J.y Acceptable, Unacceptable) and 
suggest a Reeomn\ended Action. 

To footnote my plaintive cry aliove , this ^ 
reporter cannot assess what sort of (cliild 
development) expertise Thiokol had to .draw 
upon at hom.e base but "will comment' that 
what we got ^in Vermont was pretty disap- 
pointing? which may help to explain why 
little or none of the Thiokol materials 
seems to take the V/2rmont experience "or 
situation into account. 

It is impossible for us to judge the value of Thiokol' 
work in evalua'tion procedures since we haven* t seen the 
document. We know that it was judged "unsatisfactory" by 
yany staff people at the ^state level. What is unclear, 
^o\A5pver, is when the judgment was made--at the same time it 
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submitted? At the time LICD asked for the document? 
If it iiiaue at time it v'cis subiv.it ted, v.'h-it ir. the 

responsibility of the contractor in soeinq to a prouer " 
ana satisfactory fulfillment of tiic terms of a contract?. 



Ml". \>riston repeatedly referred to his "P-rocjram Duscr i {'- 
ti■(Jn.^'■ IS a draft working document and obvious J y made efforts 
to move it beyond that s ta tus /^y ' sol 1 ci ting thu help of o-tiiers 
a r. t!io I'ield.- It seems unfortunate tjl^'^t such help wasn't 
for thcomi ncj because the document has serious problemi:; aside 
from the absep.cc of cost and weighting factors. 

rirst of all, we do not believe thaf^the same document 
ca^n ierve all of 'tlve purposes outlined for it. Guidelines 
foi'i^ottinq up new day care and guidelines for currently 
running day- care operations cannot be usefully cojnbined 
•in one evaluatory instrument. As a guidelines document, it- 
^jccms adequate and possibly overdorie in t,he comprehensiveness 
of its considerations.- However, while standards are provided 
in specific ter.ns for some considerations (e.g., amount of 
space necessary for vari ous activi ties ) the document on the 
whole suffers from lack of speci f i ci ty or:*standard setting by, 
using yaque and unmeasurable terms, (e.g., in regard to 
ocjuipmcnt, "is there enough?"). 

As ^n .evaluatory instrument it is deficient since 'the 
5;calo wliicii is used (j^^rovisiqnal , acceptable , satisf actory r 
conune n d ab 1 e ) is not clear. * Fo r e xamp Xe , what is the distinction, 
between acceptable and satisfactory? What are the criteria for 
, the application of each item on the scale? In addition, the 
scales don't always apply to the descriptions of items to be 
con si dered . For exampl e , under fhe hcadi ng of S afety , the 
item "Fire Marshall" is followi^d by the rating " scale . Is the 
evuluator being asked to rat,? the fire marSliql, his wo rl: or 
his findings? 

r 

As the on ly piece of work i n-hand regard i ng-' program 
c^ua 1 i ty iiidi ca tors , the document has promise . / However , i t 
needs more developmental expertise to* be made useful. Before \ 
that happens, however., a decision must be made about the ' ■\ 
document' s potehli al and authority must be exercised to place 
rcsponsibi 1 i ty and accoun tabi li ty for in ternal .evaluation 
upon the shoulders of a few more people besides- hard^wdrking 
Mike Wriston. ' ^ 

■ i 

Mathematica, Inc. - r 

If the Vermont staff was relying i.pon Matliematica , Inc. , 
to provide guidance in developing an evaluation system, the 
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product of t?ieir v/ork shows^j si'ci^. 1.1^. to be compictely ' 
m i s {J 1 a ced .0 r ;:i i s c.i 1 cu 1 at od . In a dd ro :d s i n cj itself to '■; a s^u 1: i nc; 
!.:uality in Child Care" and to "The iJvaluation of Chi.ld Care 
(operations in Vermont/" Ilathcinatica does a much, bettor job of 
stat:incj the problems involved in evaluation ti'ian it does in 
sufjcjostincj any methods of* deal i ng with those problems. 7ho 
entire discussion of evaluation is devoted to general 
principles and of what x-re call well-known things to look at, 
nioasure, monitor or record in an evaluation s\'ste.m. There 
are no specific hov;rto's offered. The following excerpts 
from, the report are illustrative; 

The discussion of goa-i.s of child care 
•;■ programs can be usefully divided into the 

f.our types of benefactors f ron the program: 
fnc cliiidren s^srved, tl^o pareats of the 
chiildren, the personnel hired to staff the 
program, and the^ communi ty as a whol.e. No 
■ attein^t w-iil i:>e made to place any dollar 
l^igure on the measures of benefits. Tiie 
first task is ^.to measure the benefits- 
directly in their own terms, and this 
task is hard enough. 

A. Chi Id ren 

The main direct beneficiaries of ciiild 
care programs siiould be the- children them- 
_ solves. We shouNj.d hope Uiat they, miglit 

develop physically, mentally and socially, 
and,' not the least of objectives, that they 
si. )uld enjoy themselves. It should be noted, 
iiov;ever, that not all of these benefits are 
easily measured and that some of tho benefits 
(for example, health benef:ta, such as 
nutrition) will not necessari ly shov; up ?*i n 
a short pe riod of time as may be i nvolved _ i n 
the evaluation. i^ther benefit.s, such as some 
measures of cognitive improvement may show 
up in a "short period of t me but may also be 
subject to a "fade-out" over a long duration.* 

The re is a considerable body of ma terial 
on tests for cognitive, psychologi,cal , and 
social devolopm.ent of young children in 
settings such as Head Start programs. Not 
all of thes'e tests havT2 been validated, and 
not a^l would apply to the child c?are programs 
oo» rating in Vermont. Nevertheless, a small 
, • investment' in a search of, the existing test 
instruments should prove fruitful for getting 
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a ^rasp on evaluating this important 
objective. ... * 

There is a standard set of question- 
naires that- attempt to measure the parent's 
views of tlieir children's rea^ion and 
responses to tJie program. " The children can 
be asked vari dtions of the questions on 
whether they, like the program, , what they 
like about t}ic program, dislike, et<p. 

Pi nal ly / some careful i nterpretat ion „ 
of behavioral response to the program 
(absenteeism, 'drop-outs , .di^jsruptions , ' 
illnesses/ anc3 so on) may yield useful - - 

indicatory that, at minimum, may serve as 
' * guides cTfchecks" on other measures . 

In most or all cases of testing or-- 
other mcasijri ng e f f or ts , there are tHnee 
types of comparisons that may be made; 
before and after measures , /measures among 
child care programs and measures between 
child care programs and situations ■•in which 
the re is no program , As in all types of 
evaluation discuss e.d in tl-iis section, the 
purpcr;e will be to relate tlie measures of 
per.f ormanceC'i:o meosures of program input 
(or to the di f'f erent types of .programs , ) 
" Th-e questions posed are : do the programs 
have any effect on these types of perform- 
ance object iv<Gs? What types of program 
varia t ions affect what types c f perform- 
ance a.'id for what type of child? ■ - - 

CURRENT STATUS . ^ 

In a repo^-t to IiKW on January 22, 1971, the Vermont 
Planning Sfaff described internal evaluation procedures as 
consisting of f ormal f writ ten rep'orts and oral .oricsfings to 
liLVv, and weekly staff coordination and rev;iew sessions, Tiic^re 
is also a reference to Operations Staff and Thiokol "materials, 
lievertijeless , we found no evidence of a planned i nter nal 
evaluation system in any stage of d 6 v e 1 o pme n t . 



The Vermont. Model FAP Child Caxe Project; was 16 months 
old in Oct©ber*, 1971. As of August, 1971, there were 424 
FAP- children enrolled in day care. As of October, 1971,. there 
v.'cre 27 staff people at the state level directly invplved in 
the plauhin'^ and. operation of the project, and approximately 
45 feder'al staff from 10 agencies and interagoYicy committees. 




directly involved in tiic project. Wc found the multiplicity r* ^ . 

of porcci^tions regarding the ijrogro.s.s o1r--the Voriiion L Model ^'J " \ 

Konetiir.es conflicting, o f ten developed from a li:nited vantage ' 
l)oint of vested iiiterest, and almost always based on "available" 
U'lf on.in tion collected randomly. ' , . . 

.■ ^- ' ■ A 

Fron^ our i nvoj-3 tiga tion ana review of cent racts , ag reenien ts , 
ineisoranda, correspondence, v/orking ^documents ,. and (public and - ' ' \^ • 1 

personal) ■ files , it is evident that much of tfle data whicli • *• 
ought to contiribute to evaluation of the project probably exists**, 
albeit scattered and incomplete. It -.seems clear that the ' - 

systematic internal evaluation process required for decision- 
making relative to the ch.ild care "component and to tlio devel- 
opment of national policy got Jost somewhere between the ,^ 
cracks wliich have afflicted the project and are discussed . * 
elsewhere in this report: e.g.^ organi t^iona 1 structure of 

the ij^roject; time pressures; conflicts in relationships between . . 

planning and operating units; the nature of federal' moui tor ing , 

etc. ' ■ - 

. ■ Thus, we found that evaluation, despite the protest nature 
'of t/ie project, suffered "benign neg;,\ect" in the, development of 

an innovative and exper imicntal program wi.th serous national 
'implications. » 

This blCD _contract t^ evaluate the Vermont Model FAP 
Ciiild Care System is a legitimate pai t of tlve overall need to i 
e\aluate significant p/ograms but it should [be complcmentar' 
and. supplementary to op internal evaluation (system. We do 
not believe that it iji enough for the foderki government to 
charge a contractor wi]l\}i respons ibi-*li ty for the development 
of internal, evaluation procedure's by» simply adding tiie word 
■"evaluate*" everytime the words "design" and /"develop" are 
used in specifying tasks to be accomplisiied J The siqni ficance . • 
of the process is lostjoji the "a,b,c'' jargcil (love, !>onor and 
obey; shake, ra ttle ..an« roil ; snap, crackle Vnd pop; desnju, 
develop and eva lua te I ) ^ Consideri ng tiio* undevc^loped state of 
the art of evaluation and the scarcity of ''knowTliov;" in*thu , 
fie.ld_, it would be wise for anyone , reques ti ng jnternaji 
'evaTuation of a project to provide more specific ar.d '^.'crha].^s 
oven more modest expectations of evaluation and thcJi, tv negotiate 
an agreed-upon, set of criteria which v;ould spell out progress 
by objectives. Whatever expectations and criteria arc finally^ 
developed n;ust then become check-points, conditions or iuirdlus 
built into the ^moni toring process at regular and signi f icaiit 
iiiteryars... 

If t'iie e valuation' da t a ^ tc3 support a decision al^out to be 

made is mi ssi'ng- ojr\iJ> t no plan for gathering dat a about the 

uTTe c t s~o f t h a t d e\: i s i o n is not s pg c i f i e d : STOl^ and do .it! _ 

siToUld iJcT -the attitude of any program manager, monitor, or 
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overseer. Until such "harclAnosed" fipproachcs are taken which 
signify a conuiti tmen t rather \han a tribute to the notion of. 
evaluation, the engineers of 'ji^ocial action programs will 
continue to be p rotected f<rom \he discipline and accovjn tabi 1 i ty 
long overdue in. programs which Wfect the lives -and well-being 
of people. A natural concomitan\ of spiritual commitment to 
evaluation— i;i-J:Jje material alloca\ion of money and talent in 
proporti'»n>t:« tho^&vpectations of O^yaluation. For witi.out. an 
accurate 'assessment of program effectiveness, there can be 
no valid' program decisions. 



Figure 2 



Planning Chronalogy Chart 



The planning chronology chart that follows includes events, ^ 
activities and decisions which appeared to influence, direcbly 
or- indirectly, the Vermont FAP child care pretest. The chart* 
was developed to answer some of the questions asked repeatedly 
during our investigation of tho planning process. ~^ 
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T I o C),[:)0 rating Sy s L ni 
InCrcpduct-.i.on 



Tlio Vermont Model PAP child care service system was. eApeclied 
to b'^conio a prejiminary states imp] omentiatiion model when tiheV Family 
Assistance Plan became law. In conception, it was to imp ler\ont a 
mode] FAP child care plan. However, as described at: iencjtih \n 
Cliapter 1 of Volume II, Vermont's Operations Plan was no.t a v.\^rk 
plan for a service delivery sysLem except as it: specified FAI^ 
eligibility requirements and financial con tiro Is. The Plan seemed 
to ^i>t???ime~^^Ta L , having made money available within boundaries and 
cplif?t:^rai:n ts , ^supply and demand factors v;ould permit: a dolivr^ry 
i-Jv- tc-n'* . ' 1:6 ' ■■' \\ ap)N? e n . " No ve r L h e s s ^ wh en the F AJ^ pretest: brought: 
ktatewide'"money\ and aLteution to Verm.onL's day care needs, FAP 
IcO!^ our ces .^be camp Lhe basis for organizing and operating a stat:e- 
fede djay _ Ccire- ;'%/s Lem which generated now needs for policy and 
ryroceduro lin O/rder to function. 

\ . ; - / . . 

^'-^.QjiMX!^^ field data vyas obtained Trom. personal in t:er views with 
thxrty one sLaLe employees, thirteen 4-C leaders, fifty t\fo day 
care site operators, fifty five day care site staff, Lwenty one 
members at site governing boards and eigiit:y eight parents. AlV^^^. 
eight 4 -C organizations and a stratified sample of fifty day/^ao-e ■ 
sites were surveyed and 'all . of the two hundred sixt:y pers^rlS- f;... 
interviewed were direc£ly involved in statewide day carter' ppvjra tipns 
All findings have been 'correlated arid appear with conclusions and 
recommendations in the Executive Summary. \ " 

The chapters which follow were orgarized around the maJcTr^- — — 
elements of the service delivery system. Chapter 1, Tiie Operations 

Plan : A Cri t ique , analyses the basic plajijiing documiont as an 

instrument for administrative implementation. - Cliapter 2, People , 
describes who they were, what ■ thby did and how they interacted L^s - 
the most important element of the system. Chapter 3, Honey ^ pro- 
vides a Siummrt.r;^' and analysis of the pretest's finding^^rc; fiscal / 
management. Chapter 4, . Controls , presents a detailed' description / * 
of all of the system's requirements and regulations, compliance 
procedures and consequences. These included the F ederal Inter - 
agency Day' Care Requirements , t}ie" state's .licci^sing system 'and 
FAP pretest r eq u i r erne n t s . Ch ap t e r 5 , C ommunity Coordinated Child 
C are (4-C ) , describes the original -L concept and how.it' was 
enlarged to accommodate the use o.f Area 4-C Committees as the 
state's local adi/inistrative mechanism^/ ^Chapter 6, Supportive 
Resources , assesses the itti 1 ization" of three ancillary services, ' 
health , t ranJipor tati on and food and ttiO'extent to w'liich day care-* 
related comjniinity organizations or programs v>ere involved in tke 
FAP day ^ care operatindf system. Chap;ter 7, In^orma tion , analyti- 
cal ly'" des cr ibes the strengths and weaknesses^ o f* Vermont ' s ^,in fo rma- ' 
tion processes and tihe im.pacfof this important' elen-cnt on the 
total s^^stem. Chapter 8, D ecisions/ , describes and evaluates 
the system's decision-making procos'ses aixl -tfte- e.xten t to , 
which" various levels of the system /wq^e involved in decisiojis. .. 



( 



chapter 1 
The O pcjratlons Plan: A Crib i quo 
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The Operatio ns P 




A. Summ^iry of Findings 



The Vermont: FAP day care pretest included the development of an 
C'jerationnl plan t.o, serv^e as the blueprint for tlie delivery 
of statewide FAP care services. Implicit in the HEW-Vornuont 

contract was the expectation that such a*^ plan once tested 
and de-bucjged, could become a model state plan 
FAP policy.. 



/ 



under ^national 



Written by the Vermor^t FAP Planning staff, with .^ome ini^ut 
and assistance * f rom Mathematica staff, the Operatioi s Plan 
•became Chapter 3 in 'Volume VI of the Mathematica Report. V 

After Vermont .submitted its first draft Plan to ]1EW in 
October, 19 70, meetings v;ere held and a series of memoranda 
between Washington and Vei^mont FAP staff wore excl\anged. 
These documents contain the written dialogue which shaped 
the content of the Operations Plan. It seems evident, then 
the Plan was carefully and cooperatively constructed by 
federal and state FAP planners since it includes verbatim 
statements from Washington FAP staff and sets forth the jcjx- 
ment on criteria and systems for FAP day care "e ligibi li ty , 
referral, fees and payments. Although there was no formal 
wri tte^- appro v^al of the Operations Plan as required in the 
llEW-Vermont contract; numerous memoranda from Hl'W appear , to 
reflect acceptance of it as a proposal . . ^ 

The Plan's introductory rer.arks state that it presents 
"^purposes and lasis for preliminary rules and regulations". 
The reader indeed comes away identifying it as a proposal for 
an operat-ions plan rather than a" system to implement operations, 
for day care services. The ambiq-uity in terms and writing 
stylo is conl'using to a reader who expects an "operational 
plan" to set forth general and specific criteria, directives 
anJ procedures for actual "operations". 




1/ F A P P 1 a n n i-ng P a pers , Chapter 3, The Operations Plan ,.. 

•Volume VI, VeripOnt FAP Planning Unit and Mathematica, Iri?. 
March, 1971 ' /* 
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The final paragraph on page 78 confirms the misnomer of 
this chdipter as an "Operations Plan." Clearly, the writers «re 
addressing a Washington DHEW proposal ■ reviewer ; "...policies 
[are] herein established [,f romNwhich] detaiJ.ed operational 
guidelines based on thi-S Plan will 'be issued to local 4-0 
committees, and [to] all chile/ care agencies and individuals 
interested in participating in a FAP child care, program. " , 
The Plan would omore accurately have been titled; "Draft fbr.^' 
Proposed Policies, for Establishing (Operational Guidelines." ^ 
Its most effective use ,• then ,■ coulj^ have been as an outline 
from vhich a detailed system could hav(^ been develoiied. This 
system's output might then have., correctly been, titled ''detailed 
operational guidelines." It might- then have satijsfied the final 
objective, as stated: "circulation to individiK'als intereste'd » 
in participating in a FAP Child Care Program.^' 

In its present form, the' Plan could be' titled "qperationjal 
recommondations for determining eligibility, referral and 
placement methods, and fee/cost " systems of FAP child day Ciarc 
services.'* This would more aco^^tely identif/ its boundariels. 
As the Operations Plan appears^ now, ^it would be extremely '| 
difficult for someone to determine how and under , what Aconditipns 
a program would operate pnce- families are declared el-igible^, */ 
r<|fl:errals" completed , and children placed in a structure houslnq 
a day care program. 

There were three criteria considered in evaluating the 
/viability of the VJermont Operations Plah: ^ e ' 

1. To what extent does it express a systematic 
process for organizing, arid operating FAP ,. 

■ day care service programs on a stjfltewide- * . 

basis? ^ . ' ^ 

2. To what extent does it reflect compliance 

with Federal Inter-agency Day~ Care ■ Requirements 
pursuant to Sec. 522 {^) EGA, 1968? ^ 

3 . To what extent^ does it reflect compliance 

, with the contractual aigreeijiGnt between ^ 

DHEW and the State of Vermont to develop 
an Operations Plan? ' • ^ 



Each of these criteria will be examined in turn. 



. ( 




SysteiTL S • Desicjn for 
Statewide Day Car"? Service 

The Operations Plan is tlie federally approved documortt 

containing policies e(hd procedures for dalivering statewide 

TAP day care s.ervices-in Vermont. As such,«tiie plan should 

contain a delivery system reflecting federal, state and local 

policies, procedures and regulations -and should be structured 

to meet special FAP needs unique to the state. It should 

also provide flexibility tltrough information and evaluation 

systems so that on-goi,ng change can be made in terms of both 

irfimedi^ate and ' long-range decisions. 

i » . ■ 

In its report on the planning process , wc Idcnti f icd 
four comppnen'ts of a plaTining design which apply cqua'l'ly well 
to bot^h planning and operations: ? , . • 

(a) Clearly statecr and agreed upon 
expectations^ (outputs) . 

(b*) Systems to obtain, /elect, store. ^ 
and use data for decision-making. 

(c) Systems for t}ie development and 
'implementation of FAP policies, and ' 

prdcedures to ensure , 
1.' methodical programmina 
; ' .2. cr-iteria agreed upon for 

^ decfrisions -/ 
3 . an appropriate administrative 
' -f-ramework to accomplish FAP 

cjpals . ■ ^ ^ 

(d) A comprehensive decisi6n-making system • • 
which integrates planning , operations 
(organization and management) and' 

^ ^valuation (program effectiveness 

assessment ) as interdependent 

organi zat ional elements , rather than . ' \^ 

separating' them into sequentially*- 
discrete activities. * • ■ ^ 



1/ See p. 21. 



First, our evaluation has been somev/hat hampered by the 
manner -in which the Operations Plan is presented. We are by 
no means assessing literary or editorial skills but the usability 
of information in any plan can^ be measured only by the extent to 
which the reader can follow a logical series of" thoughts and 
put them into action. In this respect, the Operations Plan . 
does not develop a tight, v^^ell-orgariized prescriptive ordering 
of ovop.ts , • covering the sequence from a decision to implement 
a day care program through to actual delivery. The authors 
ramble, and the reader is not- aided by a format that presents 
topi cal ■ transi t ions . There are typed lieadings, as .one 
'would expect ciri a- formal planning design. There is, however, 
a spotty (ie. inconsistent)' attempt made to be systematic 

, . • (a) in presenting the justification 

' . (and assumptions) for each operational 

category ; . , , 

I 

(b) in defining what is to be done; 

(c) in defining how to carry out 
recommended actions; 

(d) in indicating intent to gather 

baseline ("benchmark") data for - 
later evaluation; and 

(e ) in defining . terms (e.g. , "necessary , " 
•"appropriate" ) referring to certain 
conditions. * 

However, if the purpose of an operations, plan is.„^s 
potent! al for implementation , there are a number of difficulties 
which a 4-C member, day care operator k-> or other reader^^ouid 
have in translating the Plan into action. One of the basic ' ^ 
problems- i£5 that there is no clear-cut nomination of ^ho 
is responsible for what program component (s) to assure that , « 
the" parts of the plan will function, either separately or \ " 
as a total service uni t . This is aggravated by inconsistency : 
for example, in defining the level and type of responsi^iliti*- 
an agency may have for managing part(s) of the Operations Plan. 
•In addition, there is the already noted difficulty in. ■ 
identifying cwho will be its user (reader). Is id a Day Care 
Operator, the OCD, FAP Planning and/or the 'Operations .Staff 
or DHEW? One comes away' feeling that the reader is reviewing 
a grant proposal, not a manual on hov^-^to put a day care system* 
into pperation. * c ^ '• • ' 

' ■ The wrap-up paragraph in'^tne Operations .Plan supports the 
obseirvation that we are not dealing with a docvjfient which 
established' a .=:y stem for use in developing and operating a 
day care center, but rather with a proposal from which^ guide- 
lines can be generated: 
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^ It is c\yez:ted that follqwiny DIIEW conuTients 



\ 



and agreements as to thX2 policies hor':-in 
GsfSblished , detailed opt:-ational guide- 
^- lines based on this Plan will -be issued 

to local A-C conunittces and all child care 
agencies and individuals interested an 
participating ir. the KAP Child Care 
Prograhi. 1/ i ' r 

Introductory remarks state that the Plan includes 
"... issues .and [the] alternatiwjs which can be varied within . 
Vermont without serious comjnup/ty or political rami f icaticnr. . . . -''^ 
"Yet the attention given toy^ese factors in the Operations Plaii'^ 
are limited to suggesting alternative ciixld care delivery 
system options. Throughout' the Plan there appear^ -to bo an 
unstated, under lying^.assu¥\ption that criteria on eligibi lity . 
referral, placement, fees and payment wi""' sorrc;how .atisHrt. ttiat 
the right .pieces wiTl come together in support ot quality child 
care objectives with an appropriate system to meet them. 

The P].an does covc:r in considerable detail ivethods for 
determining FAP eli gibi lity referral and placement 'of c 
eligible children, and how to establish fees and cat-off s. 
It does not tell how tc"< 

. ' . ■ 

(a) organise j adminis ter and operate 
daily activities , 



(b) 



organize and implement staffing 
patterns (other than rccommerided 
staff child ratio), . . 



(c) conduct comn^unity involvement and 
parent participation act ivitier. , 

(d) develop and utilize an information 
system.- ' . , ' 

develop! and uti lize necessary support 
/ services , 

(f) monitor and evaluate program quality. 

Throughout, op"erationaI details primarily focus on referral, 
eligibility and fee systenis with little or" no attention to, the 
content or the nature . of day Ccjre services . 



i/ Qp. Cit. , Chapter 3, p. 78 
2/ miA, p.' 2 3 




■ ' 0 

T 1 1 s 1 .1 e o if.ic r c c onui i c r ul a I: i o n ,s in Ih o 0] <j rati o n P 1 a (on 
s 1 .1 f r-chJ Ic) ratios, budqet, etc.) are ru.t sui.^ported Ijy a;}y ^ 
b;.bl iographic or other documented materials. There is, 
hou'evsr, an elaborate denser ipt ion of hov-; to determine .fees, ' 
wit II jastif ication for outcome statements. Effectiveness,- 
as pre.sented, .is measured in quantitative ^terms : ^dollars 
and mo/Tibers representing people and places. Here' too , back-up 
sources to support ■ statements are absent. 

Append lie B of the Operations Plan conce-ns the Lv-^ l5^\ 
B*irlingi:oj)-Morr isville Project, included as ^n examiA<'of aj * 
■^.•jork o.bjle scheme for localities where there are spt^cijf Ic V^upp^ 
agencies. Items covered in this E & D Project are r\^fdr-rajs, 
eligibility, plrscements and withdrav/ais. It is the ^si^^ 
systematic presentation in the entire Operations Plan,, and it 
illus*:r.?tes the greatest deficiencies of the plan; No specifics . 
on how to make the pieces work--i , e . how to achieve ihter -agency 
'^Mpport and what happens when chfi.ldren enter the door. / 

All overall impression of ambiguity pervades the Plan 
because of ree?.der uncertainty as to what tlie Plan is supposed 

, accomplish . If :.ts objective is "to present alternative 
iUeas," Ch^ere are many interesting recbmrnendations in 
"Child Care 'Delivery System Options". Indeed., several of the 
alternatives 'have raat er ial ized (e .'g-^^, p. 76) enrichment center, 
Uriversity of Vermont); and others considered and -rejected \ 
(e .g voucher pa^nnent systems, p. 76')'.' However ,. i'f the ' \ 

objective is to identify methods.- for use and evaluation of an \ 
operational system'. to deliver FAP chil,d care, it falls short. ^ 

Tlie ambiguity is also fostered, as already noted, "by the 
Plan's title and ii;),troductory remarks in contrast to its 
concluding paragrr-phs . In addition the reader is consistently 
presented with conflicting directions: "this will- be. . \this 
could be." Vet, the child care^. operations Plan was desiijncited 
to be the lUueprint of the Vermont. Model FAP Child Care Service 
System. It was' also intended to s'drve as a state model for 
national implementation 'of FAP. Tc? test its validity, the 
preteft was structured over a 12-18 rricnth operating period for 
"C'^-bugcving "and evaluati.on in^ the context of i.atiooal policy. 
The Opfiratlons Plan do^s not appear ^to meet these goals. 

^' Complian c^e - with Foderal Interagency . ' 

Dj? y Care P c^quir emer/ts 

Day care programs which receive federal funding. are required 
to comply .witl'i t he Fede r a 1 I n t ei: agency D a y C a r e Rq-ct u i r e rne n t s , i / 
The Vermont Opeiatioi^s Plan, does iiot provide a system to meet 
the- requirements imposed in the FIADCR nor is there nn 'attempt 
to relate the r<c-:n bo similar itici^ or differences between it and FIDCR. 



"^7^ Federal Intera gency Day Care Requ irements , pursuant' to 

Sec. 5'22 (d) of the i:conom;LC Opportunity *Act , as approved 
September 23, 1968 by DHi^WVOEO/DOL . 



By way of illustration, we havG. reproduced side . by side, 
^the table o^ contents of" each doci :nent for comparison and 
con tiras t . 1/ 

The major are^s in which one may correlate the^Plau's 
degree of compliance with FIADCR are adir-inistrative-manacjcmcnt 
as they relate' to referri-ls^ eligibility and standards. There 
is no indication in the Plan of the extent to which it c6;nplies 
wit^i^ or differs from FIADCR. , r * » 

The Plan also lacks specif icity in stating requirements. ^ 
In general, i^: provides little or no guidance to assess whether 
arid to wl^t extent a program' is complying with federal, state 
or local regulations." The Operations Plan does follow the 
FIADCR to the extent tfhat its facilities are' typed to match 
the federal regulations. The Plan is alsohighly specific" 
as to child/adult ratios. However, its r'ecommendation for 
determining base^ rates for a child day care center in Vermont 
is figured on 22-27 children with a staff/child ratio of 1:6 
(p. 55-56). An adjustment for-mula is also presented. These 
figures differ slightly trom tihose recomnxend^sd in FIADCR »^ 
• (p.' 6-7) but the Operations Plan presents no rationa^^;|ft5^ 
the difference. * Note is made that FAP licensing regua^Si^ns 
will probably -supersede "other existing regulations" -buf!^ * 
until further notice Vermont regul'atijOns are to be applied 
to day Cfire service operations, (p. 50) * 

-The Operations Plan refers to "protective -in-home care" 
as not subject to licensing. No such facility is named in the 
FIADCR which included only three types of facilities, family 
day care home, group day care home and day care/center, all of 
which must be licensed or "...meet the standards of licensing 
applicable in the state". ^/ . 

."The Requirements specify that the state must 'assure 
that acceptaj^le- standards be developed. The Operational Plan 
specifies that attempts will, be made to develop, ancillary 
services for the unl icensed "protect ive in-hpme care " 
facilities (e»g. , heralth, nutrition, transportation) , but 
no system to meet this goal is defined . The Plan contains no 
speci f ics regarding environmental standards nor educational 
services as required in t'le FIADCR. 3_/ The Vermont Operational 
Plan, however, does come close to meeting FIMJQR requirements 
for social services they relate^ to eli^ij(w.lity, referral, 
placement and counseling . 'However, the Operational Plan format 
does not provide a^ systematic way for identifying and- working 
with and through such services (i.e., people, places, things). 
Ancillary services to be developed in Vermont are named in the 

17 figure 3 , p» 169^ ] 
' i/ Qp%' Cit. ', pp. 11, 15 * 
3/ Op. Cit.,pp. 7, 9. 
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Plan/ but tj};b^ syj5tem for provision ^is ^ndetail eci . On 

Jiand , FIADCR^ states , for . example , the process- for hoa! 

nutritional secvices ancV parent ^ilivolvement . 1/ " 



the other , 
and 



1th 



Administration and coordination in the Vermont OpWrati^onal 
Plan ara' joint functions of* the ^Statc 4-g:, TAP Planning: 
and Operations Staff: The specificity in F*IADX:R is ngt, met in 
the Vermont Pla'n, exce^t\ for identifying situations under, 
which grievances .may be he<ir.d by the committees. 



It may be tha.b the designers of the Vermont c/etest 
iate-nded to^ append FfADCR with the Operabion,s Plan to cover 
specific issues or to clarify deviations in ^?ermont. They may 
have^^'assumed that day care prct^am operators and administering 
qg'enfc^es wolild* use FIADCR concurrently with the Cperaticris 
Plan. iiowever, there is no irnformation ' to, substantiate 'e-ither /• 
of thqse . assumptions . - - ^ 



3 . 



■ Compliance with Vermo DKgW cont£ac 



Theoretically, an Opera-tions Plan, is an oatput of 
diagnosis, analysis and planning process decisions. -Any 
diffused objec^tives, expectatiorfs^and methodology occurri.ng 
in the planning ^^Shase are re f lectQ<:3^T7!l*.wdidably in the operational, 
^system. As anal^^sis of, the Planning Process revealed , there 
was Ictck of agreement 'on the objective of tVie-' VeriAont FAP ' - -r 
Child Care Pre*-.est among staff at all levels. " ThqJ^ predominant* 
issue of disagreement centered .on custodial versus developmentail 
'"chil<J care,an^ issue which has no^t yet been r^^solyed. Since I 
^planning and op^'rations occurred s imultaneous^Iyin Vermont, ^ 
it is not too surprising that the ' Operations Plan skirts the . 
issue and presents no criteria, by which- eitj. -^r concept in 
child care services output may;be administered, grganized,' 
managed and evaluated. There isy, evidently,, a great^ deal of 
reality behind the Vermont .Operations Staff r»erceptibn that 
FAP Planning Staff was not planning for children but for a 
FAP money management system.' . " " , 

. • . ■ ■ ". . ^ " ■ , . , = a. ■ ^ / 

, ■ These -observations are r3ievant in assessing to what 

extent .the Operations. Plan meots DHEW expectations as d^fiired . 

by the .^ecific chil.d care tasks t^*''be performed by the Vermont 
Program- Contractor . ^' ; • ' ^ • 

••Fol'l owing is a tabl.Od recording of .the extent to which, the. 
Operations Plan meets excerpted s.peci f ications of thfe ^ermont- 
DHFW contract"/ ' . ' v .. ' , ' ' " ■ ^ 
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.'I'ht-- child caro (.jr.eru-^t- ionV'^ PKir. wi\^ prepared by fno Vermont 
[•l:\nninq staff as sis led by staff ofMathtmat ica , Ir.c. whose 
t a :i k s wo r c t o ] .< r o v i <.] u \\,? r r:io n i: w i. t h ex po r t i s c and d a t a , to d o vav 1 o p 
baseline data and a se^ of j^^clicies arid procedures to impleraont 
a ■ e d e r a 1 i z e d s 1 1 1 1 ow 1 6 e i n c ohk:! m a i a t o ji a n c g p r o cj r a m . 

Ma t i:ema t i c a ' s .-dii t r av: t empiia s 1 :^ od t he ox [jec t a t i oji that t: ho ir 
r:Ar child care product would bo ec Mioni.i ca 1 1 y sound and wou]d 
ii-clude adn\ini St rat ivo . schemes' fo. 

(a) •PrococJures.-. for jo'int rund inq of Title IV an-'* ^ , 
day ca're proijramF.; lentil national 1 e.q i la t a on . 

is |)iissod which identifies? the« agency responsible 

for day care funding. , ■ , . 

(b) Alternative foe schedules for pai't ic i pa t incj 
families' at any given income icvel. 

(c) Ad- tor native child care payment systems and 

t adm i n ^t rati ve pr oc ed u res a nd t lie i r im pi eino n t a t i on . 

The. emphasis on these three items matches that in the Opera- 
tions Plan: monetary controls* however, ?s nored, while content 
is strong on these issues, the implemehc-'itioa s\''=te-m contains a / 
number of tjaps, particularly in ref^erence to cons 1,0 tent identi- / 
fi cation Df responsibilities ia administrative procedures. 

The technical exy^ectations from Mathematica contemn n i\ number * 
of administrative aspects of the' child care compouent which, while 
r-^ftrring to the planning pro::ess, also have direct ca^ry-through 
to operations" (e . g ., location- and Identification of FAP-eligible 
population characteristics, prelin^inary plan for rapid implementatio. 
of a statewide FAP pretest, staff 'requirements , integration of j 
national child care system tj-ovids into the Vermont model, and 
extrapolation of baseline survey data to estimate (Vermont ciiild 
care needs by type, number and loca-tion)** Thi- Child Care Operatiors 
Plan, however, was written^ befpi:.e *tbe results'of the screening 
and baseline surveys were available* This deficiency is reflected ^ 
in thq Operations Plan by lack of directives or)* methods for, raoid 
resource development to i niplomeni-. operiitic;ns and by the absenc- 

f a me th od or c r 1 1 e r i a t: o a d a the V e r mo n t d a y care o r a t i o a 1 
mo(lol to other states. Items 'fur eval'-ation .of the Vors#!ont ^^lan 
are .noted., but not iiow other states can or should interpret ''^ 
findij"?g*s for appl ica t Loii to meet their own local needs. ^ 

Mat.hen\at ica ' s worh iS i'mportant for an income maintenance 
re tost - and the i^olj.cips and [^rocecTures necessary to imolemont 
FAi^ .statewide. 'J'he outcome of the Operati«*ns PI an. reflects 
I'vuch more attention* to Mathema tlS^a ' s v;ork than t" a system 
for \compi?chensivG child care operations, ''hi.lo -r.-iere' is no doubt 
IhaLM.ho FAP Protest was responsible for bring ir... statov.'ide 
dav car'"" sorviicps to Vermont, neither tho^ nTann i ncj rji'/jcess nor 



\ 



The Loliowirv.' criticjuc or. GpGcii."iciv of the opcroiions Man 
ix^ o r y a ri i. ?, c:^( t ci \ o 1 1 o w L 1 1 c b u L ] i. n o < > f • t h o Plan i I: s o 1 f , f ci r o .n i. c r 
reference . 



"Preliminary rules and rouulatiions are to bo 
vised dur i nq ;i.ri i L i al deve 1 opinon t: al :ic t i vi l:y 
■ tnd revinf.'(..i r<:-< :-.»d to eolncido witih ch^nfjo:- 
in 10311 (TAA, I'MO) and wi Lh " exDer ienee . ^ 
^p. 23) 

"Hvaluatiion on any revisioiis to measure impact 
on pai-ticipant f.miilieG , ad;^;lnistrati.ve ei'-i- 
ciency , cord: and proa ram . produet ion . '* (p. 24) 



No systGin is del^ined to i'' :;tiry persons or i/iqencies reaper;- 
sible-for carj^'inq out thi."-- \. >; . Nor is there an operational, 
scheme for ai)^' evaluation -.u , :\ : thouoh cons intent ' refert^nce to 
iluation Is made. 
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Elicji bility for Serv ices 

A definition of eliyibilily ry"^. \. 
i nc 1 ud i nq categories of fa in i 1 i. e y ^i . 
coi kU ti .ons of o 1 i g ibi 1 ity (i.e., : L-r^ 
(Je ^ InecT're maintain! nq \-o r k / 1 r a i n i r* q 
s pe c i f i c at i o ji as to wl\o d dt e rn^. i n e s e 1 

condition or tliO flow of responsibility betv;een idont if icatioii 
of beneficiary ana onset of service. Fd iqibi 1 ity ■ is - ton;^ i\"el y 
t rea ted /in t erms . u f f i nanc la 1 .cos ts : ,o i.'O r a 1 1 on s m t erni s of foe s 
ba-sed on number of household members, montii]y ciross allowable 
i n c onie , . y e a r' 1 y q r o s income a nd 1 i a i d a s s e t s ■ ( t a i ) 1 e 1 , p. . • 2" 7 ) . 

'Of the four eliqibility catecjories, (soc pp. 24-25) a qood . 
deal of attention is cjivcri to "potential eliqiblos", r t icul ar ly 
to such eval uat ion (l-!riteria as the extent to which 'fee sciiedules 
a re . compa t i bl e with ove V a 1 1 f ami 1 y n ed s a nd i nc pme levels ( see 
p p ^ 2.5.- 2 6 for. il e t a i 1 s ) ; i nc r e a s i nci s am i} 1 e s i z e ; _ pa* o j e c t i n cj co s t s 
'and ' bene f its* {the latter, froin cc)ritv.;Mt, is or; a p^arely monetciry 
sc.ile) . The "Conditions o 
■fev; dealing witii the nooC 
child develonmont er ph 



El iqibi i i t ics " section is one of th»o 
c. lOY child ■.■are services in terms of 
s ica 1 /emot ioiMj /men t al hand i ca pi - . Tiio 



system to identify such needs is unspecified, 
evaluation. 



a s .IS 



. cm i.or 



Examples of an el in i: • i 1 i ty system are covei'o. 
\'h e r c a q e i Vc y r C' s p o n s i b i 1 j i •/ i s s p e 1 1 e d rwt -for *' 1 \ < 
•lo r r i s\' id 1 e a r a . , ' 



F:i.!r 11 nil ton- 



R o L e r rc\l a nd ' 'Uu t r e a c h Alt cin"pt4:r' - 

^ • . Oi l ] y ■. L h e 3u r 1 i n q t. o ; ' - Mo r r i s v i;l ]. c A r: e i V] a i 'i c n 1. i o n ^ ■•■ ]■(.' r r .•. i s 

or: outreach . - - ' 

I.: 1 i cj i b i 1 i t y P or od s , ' " _ , 

^ Child Care services arc available to jxiront.s ch.' ;)ondc:it 

^ upon spool fiod job-star t-Op/ job-scokiiuj per:",ods. 0:^: a an.yoiio 

enter.s th«' labor market via job tra iiii nq or ].)lacerTierit , the i'lap. 
a s s ume b ^no existence of ^ regulated' f 1 o w p v oc o s of child t o 
-day care service. However, the rogu.lat r.ons in-writ.i.nq are-' 
limited to ider^tifying as' the administ rat ivo di'!*i^.rict aiitl 

to identifying certain agency role's i'n' helpinq family iucnih^or;.^ 
through job sookiny and work continuity. 

With ras})ect to Job Seeking, no i^pj^cified number of 
into r v i e v;s are rogu i r ed nor is re g | s t;r a t i on for ma n i: o we r q r 
rehabilitation services r e q u i r o>r rt"""r?ie r e is to bo data coljlcction 
rc mon e v , c e r t a i. n k i id s of inrc rv i e w,^ a v.d d a t (! s , ■ bri t t h o i' d i s 
no indication as to who keeps these /record oi' hov/ they wid 1 bo- 
used . ■ / . • - ■ 
. / . . • 

Con tinuit y is to be achieved is the departments of- 
• llmpioymen-t Security and Vocationay Rehabilitat ion, are desig!^:ited 
as appropriate •-ig^^'^'^igs to evaluate ci>urses and effects of - 
training, omployment^fSr service {;yrpgram interruptions; and to 
assess status either as " temporaV/y " or "dismissal out of an 
individual ' s j::ontro.'' . Effort i^. .to be made 'Lcf- treat fairly 
the adult f ain i 1 y ' mem b e r" a 1 1 e m p t n g -.to h o 1 d ^ o r seek w6r k;- ~ o.r 
training. Howeve*', there is no' written statement on a method 
' of transactions' I: etween ES/VR staff, recipient, i\nd day care 

center operator '/n status of worker/tra inee . s. , ■ 

Kv a 1 u a t i. on of cliilc care/stiirvicei- is'" to be made on the* basis 
of five' criteria (pp.. 30-31)./ However/ noithpv r^n.n^-\- r-r-^ of. 
e f f ectiver.ess nor a d_esignatc/d ,staff /agency to identify effec-. ■ 
tive.ness and conduct eVciluat/ioji are .^pecifle'd. ''The ^tute. Child 
Care Unit is identified as *^he agency i:o hand 1 e\ special polic, 
ruLings not covered in Operations Plan rogu' dtions . 

Exclusion of Child c/arQ . H.erv ices Costs from Income 



■Title I, Section 4'43 j(b) (3) of the Family Assistance Act 
provides eligibJv, families^ a choice of arranging and paying for 
their _ own. child care and ^fxcl ^idj ng 'costs, f rom earned income witli 
designated amounts deptsndent on goog_rap_hic area les.s. the required 
I 'e on a schedule established by the Secretary (HEW) -if child 
care v;ere -prcvv'idod as a so rvi ce-r /vrrangemonts for payment/ 
r e : ;:^.bu r s e'r, on declared costs is e >: pe c t ed ^ t.o - l"ja ppe n via the 
>'iii]d care operations unit or its authorized con^i^^unity "rep~ 
re•i^...•,•.t a t ivo initially a caseworker in the socia-1 service 
aooiicv, a local -l-C repr osentcitive or 'c\p. Ooera.tions Staff member v 



The cibovc pj-oco'iuro parall.ols that ol the 'Vcrriont. WIN proyrari 
wh^r c a \\ I N o f f i l e rep r so p. t a t i \' o is an t: '•:) i; i zo 1 t: i ; v i t o t; n ■ c . - ••. 
f o r i vi 1 1 i :i 1 s o r v i c . Sub s e.^u o n tly , t JI an\o u n I 1 s a d d ed - 1 o AN I-'C , 
i.vj y ni (J n t. . - y\\v r ^.' c : j m o :i t i s , i c M '^^ i-' od L o re po r t o >: a c t costs a n d 
t o. ^ n o t i^r y v; I In '.ri ^ c o s t;, c h a n q c a' . A"" r c i ni bu r 5 o m c n t schedule is 
recommended . * ' . ■ ■ .• ' 

■ Ti^e Vi\ P ^Ope raX ions P 1 an r Oconin-eiKl ^ ma i n t a i n i f lc>: i b i 1 i-t y 
in appLyijiu the VvIN method of coveriny initial cost :3 / le 
concurrent iy initiatincj an ac;count for individual monthly ^ 
reimbursement^'. i\os[;on.s ibi 1 ity and condiitioni. for thiy process 

■ a r e jn* p s e h t c ) . A t ine r^e po r t i n y and a c c o u n t i n tj sc h ed u 1 e l s 
I'ecoi^imendcd , in.clud iilcj . a ' method *for handlincj misuse' of funds. 
(Spec i f icat i9ns on paym(>nts are under "Payments for Child Care,") 
Though unstated, the reader may assume chat the 4-C representative 

, Operations St af.f person , or other ,;authoi*-i zed community repre- 
sentative wotrTcTCiandle the system/ as described in 'para. '1 re 
Title 1, Sec, 443 (b) (3"). ' • " - '7" 

Pees for C hild Care Services (p. 3 ^ ) 

Objective,: To develo^ an equitable fee 
sg:hedule for. the'poor and near poor, which:. 

- (1) distributes limited child care' 

resources, which encourages labor force 

participati on among mothers with children ; ■ 
and' , ■ ' , . , . 

~ (.2.) ^distributes services to'provide 

reasonable and feasible reduction in total 
•'■ .dependency costs to the ^Federal Governments " 

Operations ' ■ . • 

■ ■ .;■ j . 
Early on, a ^ampi^e schedule was prepared in Washington as a 
trade off to minimize requirements for poorest families' at the 
expense of sharply rising schedules and steep marginal tax 
rates for the near poor Assumpt ions of this schedule 'were : . •' 

(1) ability of family to ^ay, rather than " . ' . 
• the cost of the- service; . 

(2) ' applicability to full^day care, and-' 
before/after school Services ; and 

(3) 'Service cost ' dif f erence in deter- 
mination of ,,the level of fu^l co^ts if- they 
were to be assumed by a recipient family. ^ 

j • ' * ■ ■ 

•Justification for the fee schedule .was based on two items:. 

' - . ■' * ! • ■ . ^ 1 

(1). f easibiri-ty • of fees r_elfainily income 
and wbrk incentive, and , . ' ^ 



(2) 0/;tonc to which' scarce child 
d o i 1 a r s l1 r o ni n x i ni i z e d . 



/a ] ua I: i on bu c a s " o v/r p rob 1 c:v, . . , t o act: c r in i n c { by •...■o r k ab i 1. i t. y ) " . 
"I" i ^. s (J p6 i p. t s a r c r. o t ad d r cs .s c? d a y a i n i t J'l c M. a i ^ i n d i c- a i od 
by the third assumption (to justify too sclic^Ailes ), .there i 
e X :> 1 i. c i t d o t: a i 1 o f: o c ad j u s t nie n t -s for b r i n > : t n r e r i o :\ t t. o ^ 
the point wh'erc "^the family has reached t'ho level v.-her-j it can 
assume the full cbst of care" (p. 36}. ■ 



Cilcuiations fc5r pol'icies underiyinq 'child care feoie; are 
ba s cd on tor a 1 o I'O s ^5 i n^c ome • Ad jus t.rr,e n t is r.ui<i c on 1 y f or f am 1 1 v 
size. Th ere. i no a 1 1 emp t to cm: s id c r ' i nd iv.' e nc? y ' f ac t or d a i • ^ ■ 
w e d i c a 1 9 o s t. s , ^ hou s i n cj , d e b t p a y m c t -s or o t r c,o s t f a c t r; r ^"^ 
vVii.vch skov; the qroJBS total '.ncormi^ 

• The three inst ^:uct ion:5 for use of the 'f^e schedule tablets 
v".ire ratiin^r simply stated', except for th*^ last: 

If more than .two children in the f arr^.i ly 
■ -are receivin'V chi Id cart, add one hal'f 
aqa'in of the fee .for^.pne or two" children 
fo;: 'each addititsn^l child. For example, 

4"f a family with four children • in' care with ' 
n income of $Y->pay3 -a fee of $X for the" 
first two children, the additional foe 
•£pr the third -and* fourth child could be 

4$X) for each. Thus the t.otal fee " * ' • ■ 

would :be $X +1/2 {$X) + i/-2.{$X) =^ $2X. ' ' 

The reader should allot, ample time to interpret the direc j.ops 
or have access to /a desk . calculator , for' it .might be rather ' 4 
unreal is tie otherwise to respond quickly to a recipient's q*5e£ition 
of '*hov; niuch"?V '. / 1" » . 

Priorities for eligibility are established* with/most attention 
given to the "potential edi.gible" category ("o^ur obv.j:ous fee. payer") 
Page 42, para. "2 neatly outlines the. system fropr contact with the * 
/"potentials" through^ to termiriation .and heai^-i-ng of complaints.. 

Applying the fee schedule to the ANFC or WIN* mother isi identi- 
fied as a potential ptoblem, since- previously these -mothers' may/ 
not ha^e .been requii-'ed , to contribute to costs below a' specif i^d.- 
maximuniV and yet could 'now be required^ to pay a day care fee..,/v.lt 
^is assu me^ t.hat "more or better care for. their children", \>? i 1 V%;h;e 1 p 



■An actual inse^ ,of dollar figures might be* more cosily 
grasped by , somec^e .who Kas to try .to' apply the schedule. 



1 



■ ^ 




o v-O f c oi;i c t h u ao v.' f i n ii c .1 a I b u i;ci o. a ( p . <} 3 ) . ■■ R o s po ri s 1 b i J i t y f . o r 
parent education or inter prctatron to this-poiivt ■is^'^ioji^ 
indicatoci m the )"Mun.- 

* ■ ■ ■ ■. , ' > 

PcivmejU:^r n>r Ch 1 Id Care , Serv icea . • •/ V ' 

• /. ■' ■ ■ . ' " ' * ^ 

Tvio r o i ml; u I- s e ni c n t me t h od s ■ p r c -d>i t e the O-p c r t i. o Ti s Plan,- one : 
applicable to non-WIM WG)rkini.] ANFC ft\othGrB' .i.nd th<;2* other for 
W l.N po r t i c i pa n t s - Ue r i p t ion s o t" pa yrnn tj ao s ts l\ r e cj i von i n ^ • ; 
s u?iiu a r y w i t h ou t a n acc oin pa n y i ny p a yrn g n t system d e's c r i p 1 1 o n . "• ( p . 44) 



/ 



As o 



r /\pri 1 1970 Vermont locjislative approval .of: ^Sta'te fu^ds: 



'in con ju'i''-t ion v/i-th Title IV- A federal funds was author i"'f^d fpr 
prov*ision of child care services in liconaed centers and homo?. 
A d c f in i t i o n of e 1 i q i b i 1 i t y ' i s st. at ed a 1 ohcf w i t h^ t h r e o pci ynic>*a t , 
mi- 1 hods- .(r-i. 4 5) : ■ ■ , ' • ■ * ' 

* ■ I rchasc of service - SSj4,300 ^ o • 

Start-up rjrants-"^ y 



ed cjrants 



$1^0 , 000 '\ 



; r u nd i ny i s ' t o be t h r o iKj h t h a^^F AP P 1 n n i ng Cent r act: ; , Vv h o / hovj 
and under whiat conditions, the pa-^nnent *"^~5ys ten becomes operable is / 
started as follows (p..»' 47) : ■ " ■ . ^ / . 

* ■ " ' ^. ■ s. ' " ■ •■ ' ' . 

Any public or private ^-c'hild care setyice • . . ■■ 
. ■p,}r<^vidor coul,d receive .fund,^ .'. for" 'the^ provision - 
''^ of services -to FAP eligible ciilldren through : - . 
' ■ ■ ""'t-'hcr vendor q:'ayment ^account , eiti^er . hrouyh - . ' . . U-'- / 
ah. aQreemenf v/ith the 'Operatibns.^Uni;t_ or its ' 'A*^ 
lotal re)^.^-esen(;a fcive or inc^ir.ecL ly ''through ' ■ , * 
J ^tWe i^ar^nt in a to-be-further defined parent "' » ^ ^ 

/ • p d yin e n t ■'Vie cd . -A n y public 6 r p r i ^ a t e n o - 

. I ■ profit.^ service prqvic^lir. couid apply" fcr—ci—. - . ^ 

startr'a}^' grant* in <Jor. j^r^ct ion v/ith the 
.J--^ vendor pasTtieat syst'eni ..to rapi^^ily' expand, the "^x 

fr.Lipply .of child care spaces in a crivc^n 'H^rea , ^ ' ■ . 
' • f '" if ddmarid " is cieraonst rated . ^ . '. . . . ' 

■ ■ ■ / /\ ■ r ' ' ■ ■ ~^ ■ r ■ ■ ■" 

■ P u i->c h-a s e jci f e r v i-'^' orij^iarily tiirough vendor- nt.yments to 
"faciHities ozf 3j^-etakeryii" by tb<$^ "opf^rations unit or ot:bar. 

■ ■ a u t hoV i 2(^d pa.^/rnp'n t a go nc y :f o r child care ^.e ly i c e s." , ■ t h roue: h 

* "contracts cnj other »'certi ficat ion and finandTal tiui: hor-x Nations . 

: ' ^ • . ■ ■ • • ■ ' 

S t^ar t -^u V. gra nts "nay bo . u s ed in c o n j u n c t-i c j V ^ i- 1 h - pur c h a s 
s^?rvices'"Fo speed~"_:-ru-\ce and resource devcloj^ment>lftfcMan\ples or 
criteria -to' sial.istan^ti^te need are .included, (p. 4 6')^?. A' wGli*-dQ.f inecj 
criterion is stated for the th'roe-inontjfi dirrtini.shing^ quta'rantt^e of 
funds "for »space5 at c\n agreed upon' cost" rate/^^fuica. -HThe' award 

■ f s liir.ited to future ;nc)eds' in e:-:cess, of a"9C'l capacit5' - rate in "■■ 
existing centots. The grant rT><D"chanism , "allov/s *.^-^r -VOt^. vacanc'y . ■ ^, 



r. Calculations for the diminishin'^ input ^'rj2 included • * 

4-6-4 7) . • , - . ■ • . , 

The SeedTCjrant process includes information on a rai^ie ol • 
"funding ava*ilable * and eligibility .tfor application tjj the ' 
^ State; Child Sare Unit.* Licensers^' \reports aro not l-istec5 as 

* requirements, but "(to) . . . assist the staff review? team-- 
'cippointed by jthe Director of ChiVc3 Care Operations and 'ihclud-* 

* ing a , representative frojn each .chiid\care unit" (p. 47-48)-, 
Rather than 'as- a routine part "of th^s' team r-eview board, 4-C*'"' . 
-Advisory* Boards . are to be. involved "in> speciMl'.'.in'stanceG where, ' 
there §eem. to'- be justifiable needs, beyond- specif ied maximum 
grant aliounts." -The 4-'C Advisory Board, is' identified as the 
body to -hear and- rule on complaints- on accepted or rejected 
av^ards'l ^ . v ; 1 

; r • ■ /.. ■ 

A s};\ecial -note is ma3e of intent to permit flexibility to 
explore alternatives in* delivery/ of siarvfice's ^beyond mere 
"purchase of services on a peir qhild basis wijth variations" 
.descri4ec3 .under "ChiJ^ Care Options" (pp« 64-7/8) ; 

Typtis of Cnlld Care Services Pj/ovided . . 

■ ' IT • ■ . . , • ■ • ■ / . . 

Options -^Fiv(^ options are listefl for parental choice of 
se^ices. 4-C or chilcl care (iperat'ions are to b^' used if ■■ . ' 
option 2 (p. 4'9) isi selected Cin-\home child ^care services, 
• hopefulJ.y ". via^ ES.,and New Career trainees).. ' Other .choices ■■ 
include family Cay care home (2f-6. children) , ,jrou^, day care 
home (up tp^ 12 childre,n)v and group-day care center; any 
arrangements, "if they Jnave income and ex c lude f he oos ts . . . 
r.rom their income" .(p.>4 8-49) • ' A sixth option, latqr inseirted^^ . \ 
in. the Plan*, an expejriTnental vouchev. system, wa*s rejected by y,' 
FAP. because of 'cost5. a^d, other experimental priprities. The 
Pl^n states the "primary- importance' that parent^ be made" fu«lly 
: awar^i^oT option^s. However^ no otitreach' or other educational or 
- public relations .attemp.ts are recommended? ahd no agen'cy.is 
delegated to develop or -implement trahs"i:er of information about 
the Lanqe- of options ► (Appendix B does, however, 'deal with 
these issues}-. ' ' ■ ' l^-. 

Standards - Vf^rmont Day Care Licensing Regu*l.ations are., 
recommended as ^ standards' for pre-schocl child care services. 
Any eventual changes in regulations deri'Ved through FAP ^ • . 
experiences, will be^ recommejide^i by noting and relaying "to- the 
appropriate Federal planning, agency" (p^ 50). There is no. 
idcntif icabior. of methods of. comm,unicayion or evaluation criteria, 
to justify proposed chafes. ■ ' . . ' .» \' 

, ' ■ 9- ^ . *■ ' 

* . ..In -home" "protective" care is not subj.ect 'tm -Vermont licensing'* 
regulations. 1>he plan states tha£- " .' . . the ' FAP^'cnild care agentt 

'^operations staff or local 4-C») may..'a,rrange "for ancil^.ary . 
services, traio^ng , . supplies , etc . to -improve q.ualitytcf in-home i 

■ care. Again tsere is no system ' identified -^or setting arrangements 



in motion. The above also applies. .to school^age cliildren . This 
reference to in-horte standards ^is the first time that the term 
" pro tec ti^^e care" appears'. There is an implicabion that in-home 
care and before- or after scjjool care for schcof age children are- 
categorically different from "child ca^e services."' There is no 
definition of Either protective or developmental service in tlic? / 
plan . , ^ • . . 

.■^ -I ■ 

The specification of ' "proi^ftctive care" to in-home and'.part- ' 
time/age~grouped categories eoUld connote' custodial vs. develop- 
mentral services. It is noted that when "protective care. (is.) 
chosen ... and ... reimbursed ... not subject- to the licen^fing 
provisions of the State... it is hoped we cou].d identify as many 
of the-se arrangements as possible.... (since) they could well be 
a "major source of expansion of licensed spaces." ''■'Tliese 
.arrangements are generally Ismail f amily. care • situations .... which 
supply the m.ajority of care in the state to date." P. 31- The I Ian 
to idenbify' such arrangements is .covered below in "Cost TTf Child 
Care Services" though no mention of that fact is noted in this 
Sect i on % ■ * • ' , , 

' ■ i » ■ . * ■ , 

Cost of Child Care Services ■ ■ . ■ ■ 
I ~. • I ■ . ' 

-Local 4 -C Committees 'and/or the Day Care' Operations'' staff - , 
■member .ire expected to supervise an inve^ntory of 'available spaces 
and existing rates for. care in their cormnunity or region*^ This. is 
designed ' 6 '.guard against apprehensions that "sign/ificant -rises" 
in per' capita costs for dn-home and center day 'care for FA*P 
eligible children, will either motivate operafofs/tio fill spaces ■ 
with "hii^her . guarantee" FAp gligijbles ^ . and/or crea^te ^antagonism 
qmdng mii^le income parents who experience^ cost^ increases /and ' 
must cdmpetc fpr more limited space. , / ' 

" " ' ' ' ' • ; 

The Plan r^ommends that the inventory include all forms of 
day. care seryice facilities- and serve not only to set rates but 
to establish \"levels of allowable exclusion of child care ^cost in 
the, area." ' ^ ' , " ■ • T ; 

. ' ■. As noted earlier, unlicensed facilities are a priority group 
' for the^ inventory;.- Tlie' question of "quality" care^-vs. "protective" 
care is not givefi as" a motivational factor in making the inventory. 
What us.e, other than projecting costs, 4ij.C. and/di: Day Care . 
Operations will maVe .of the inventory 'i^Linspecified as is transfei; 
.process of the data ' ^secured . % ifl- • ' * . 

. ■" . ^. ' w 

* FAP Child Care Rat^ Structure ' ' " 

. ✓ f ~ ■ ' ' . ' ■■ 

This sectlion..pf "the Plan is repeatedly referred to as a 
"proposal" which determines ratg, adjustments ^accor^ing to center 
' si-ze and cost/size directing "attention' t^o staff ■ and facilities 
only", (p.. .58) 1 ' " 



p. 53:54)., U,e^-lan c:at^^ns ,^h2t^■-d:tai^s of ^i^^^'""' °' facilitiL- 
tentative .and require .further dvalu^Mnn"^ .o^^"^ Proposal are 
^oncern about thj wisdom of circulatina thi'^P, " ^"-"^-^^ 
clay care center operations mrirl^? ,, I? ^^^'^ Plan nationally as a 

■ factors receiving heaviest, af^^i; ■ ' III '^^^aibility and cost> ' . 
• shock, factor to discover this "tnn.°\'''''°"^''°"'^' ^s' a ' 

. ularly-since it appears as an a^ff v"^' ^"^^^ i^tion-partvc- 
■the formula and ca'icul^tions pr^c^dS and'^on °" f ' "^'^^ 
one wonders whether thb reader wni^L ^^ following this' item, ' 
(i.e. ."proposed'Tand seize on the .note of cau.tion ' 

■ appearing .in this section^ " ^^""^.'.^^^ "how ,to's" 

- strMct!;L°?o"botrii;::jsSr^^^^ si^pufiea rate-^-.- . 

This follov^s the genera I'^o^,- — "on-li censed -.day care facilities- ' 
r.tesodependent orS'ordav'cL!^''' f'^' -ill ' pay ■ di'f f erentiai 

■ criteria for "types of dav earn . ^^^^^^^^ . received . statlad ' ' 
facility-oriented? ."thrLrvi^.r''''^T "^?i^°d'' are. pl^ce or. Z 

^ ."w.liat kind") -by licenst^- fn ' i f "° ^° Provided (but not ■ 
\ and, family day'care om^-^f and 1 f r ^"^^ ^^^^ centers,, groups.".. 
\.(anl. category norre uired to ^^Si-Y" '^•^^'"Pted facilities' 
^ the parent and P^^ f ^^hrJigriS^^ ^SiSo^^^^^ . laf"^^"' 
■i^-^i ^^^^Lji^^'^^'^Z^^^^^^^^^^ structure 
sourc\ in 'wasiing^on or'a vendor!'^' -P-^.^-^^-tive , a funding' ■ . 

^uthorfeitivf Sources Js ' g i j:en't^b''r ^^"^^ refer.hces o. other ^ 
."space, equipment- and sippites "V^ ^^aff. child , ratios , ' " 

tative seVices--(pp..45-57r .'''f assistance and consul- ' 
at $24/weWk base ra^ry i' .nl^ = reached is 52' weeks 

Formula ar-e. prLentId 7^ /I'"- ^2-27 

(PP+ 59-630 .\ Tl" twf iLgesrcosf f ^"^"^^^ "'^^ 

-are the 6rfly\ones considerejj f ' ^'^^^ .^"d facilities, 

difficulty.of\determinina.^l ' f'^^^^tment: factor^', due to "the 
(p. 58-) . /rhe^bas" objective thn," 'T^' ^"iahl.e cost . : . 
•rate structure \ik "bre^k even.*'' ^" PF-^^enting t.he ^ 

rate Sju^t.entlJ ' tdfs'Se basefon ^^^-^^ -''^ 

sumption is made lhatrcenter si^f °" this definition. .■■ The as- • 
there, is no neell foj LoncerS wi th ■ " f Vn.^f ''^ constant so that . 
LICD site visits reLtled this to , ""^^^.^^aons in enr.ollmen^: . " ■ V 
day care operators ^ata^ll'^tl' of io.,\^T.lL^^^^ ^i"" ' ' 

juggling part and full-time slots iT.I, ° ci:.fticulty ■ • . ' 

utilised, to ovor-utilized 1/ as__cfipt-ers . ranged from under- ' 

V ^ ... ■ i V ■ . ' ■ : '. ■ ■ ■ ■ 




.-x- • • ■ '■ . ' ■ • . , ^ ■■ c 



■:)■ 



Two al,ternative methods are of fered for th^ prime 
■•adjustment technique-, bbth^^based'on the concept of center size. 
■ The summary recommendation is "an adjustment factor appli-ed 
at intervals" ; .with a qyaJ.ifyi'ng remark; that '"specific intervals 
#and per Geat'age, factors" areVissues- for discussion (p. 63) . 
'•:":4*%'^^ounds for sucln discus^idn. are not giyen, nor is, justi'f icajtion 
- ^'i^f why this method has njpre to' recoinmend itt than "the «ther 
possibilities" which are'hot described j- ■ ' ■ " . 



. - ■ Child Care Delivery System Options 

. ■ .* ■'■ 'The 4-C committee -is "antici'p , , 

/ ^nisms"-for administering .FAP- throughout the country. No other 



The 4-C committee -is "anticipated IV as ."one ^or the mecha- 



* alternativTS is, either pointed out. or ^ijcussed.. 4-C would, be 
organized and regulated to OCD standaaiS^. A'pp;endix A ol: the i ^ ^ j 

Plan' (pp. 79)- s,uppos^(^ly "describes thfeprdbess of ho\^ 4~C . ^ ■ ' . * 
handles the "PAPa concept'. ''" ; Wliat it doe|s^in actuality is to » 
-.defin^ p^rocesg, in term§ 6f dligibiXity.' criteria, participation 
. ^in a.^4-C Cpmmittee, anc3' the appeal's procedure ^or handling ■ 

* ' gi;ievances ( who shall/'-be*^ thei^e °' not. f u^qtionj ■ . ' ' 

* . "gjrievanC.e", is discussed .most clearly jregatdingVctompIaihts • 
^ . about rispresentatioiy oh.' 4-C. Committees (p. 80). Service- 
provider' appeals- and grievances are to be heard' by the State ^ 

' 4-C CoimitteG and O^jer^ions Staff. . When grievances are with 
*. • the State. Child ^are Unit ,- the Vermont Consort^ium and. a . 
federal child care representative Vmay be called." . . * 

^ Proposed rGgu-i'atipns are^ not included •in. Vhe plan ' s Appendix- A , hi ^ 

- "could .be" (not rshould be")" obtatined from OCD. '/ * • • " ' . 

: V Theu Operations Plan nqtes the need to devielop clearer ; . 

guidelines for . 4-C 'groups regarding quality and extent «9f par- * . 

t ic i p a t i on ■ o f Vail *ma n powe r. a n d s be i a 1^ welfare a g e nc i e-s " ' 

6,5). ^e'OTpr^-^ 4-C groups are p\arportedly\^ubmitting "thjeir \ ^ 
•: 'incoxporation/ and- general plat^ to the State !4-C^ and Federal-, , 

Regional, 4-e /Bbard for approval"^ (p.,-65) . Na^f u'rthe^- ref erenOe ^ 

is madd to these plans,- and the c3irectiv.es in the remaining 

section varv between "could , would and will be."'.' 



* ■" . There /is also no information on . implementa,tion ot' plans. 
/ . rT " ^ . . . . (i) Administration : Harndling of- 1?AP Child , Care * funds is. . ' 
• . "-^^ "anticipated" as a. State 4-C Committee administrative- res'pon-f 

■ . -^z- , Sibil ity , /provided OCD ' s '.idcommend4ition for", "prime aira'nt 

■. ■ ;. ' ' ''mechandsmF is chosen rrationally-. Vermont's size is' the ^ 

rationalef' for 4rC <lesignation , -"With intent to evaluate the ^ 
■ ' ' ■ ' effectiveness of uhi^ method-i Howev.er,. \srho will establish*. . 

"; . . . • - .'. -criteria/ for evaluation -is. nqi; mentioned iSor is an evaluative 

method or* process. ■ * ' ' ' ^ . . 



(2) Program Planning , Operations^ & Evaluation : - A. systems.*- type 

s-t^'ate^nt of the r^ispective roles of tiie.' FA> rlduniiicV 

and Operation? -Uni ts is made. (p. 66): ^. 



jr. 



.\..' 





I.e. 

progral 
of a^nd 




TheN?lannirig and'. Operatipns' Units -would , ' . . ' ' 
iir essence, function' like staff to a* . - ^ 
prime grantee", with' the exception* that 
there a^a'.additionai planning respon-' * 
'sibili^/Ie\, detailed in i;he FAP contra,ct, ' 
jjll eyaluation-'of the. total ' 
jiving 'and th^ development • ' 

nendations^ for a mo^lel child . ■ ■■ 
^ _ , ^Livery system . - For .'.example , the ' 
. / Child Care Uriit would deli^^er FAP child 

care se^rviaes' (1) , by developing a' " ' 

statewide, needs ajfid development- plan arid 
rrhe-lpxng-local gr'oups* plan-. l;o?: ' FAP- .child ■ ' ■ ' 

' , ^ care, needs; (2) tendering technical ' . * ' . 

assis.tance in the " identification of exist- - • 

mg. and development 'of new child care 
spaces; (37 -'providing .traii;iing to lotfal 
■ ' service providers .(through existing local 
■^^ ^~C Committees -or directly-) ; ■ -(4) e'stab- ■ • " ' 

; ' - lishing and operating a vendor payment 

and fee collection system /(through ' ■ ' 

' ■■ Regional- 4-^ Committees \or directly); (5^ 
t - ■ providing- grants forrapid development of' 

. i . ^ ■ needed. FAP cH^ld care - services ;.. (6 ). - . . ■ 

.monitoring the total pj;ogram in ■relation-r^ ' 
' : ' ship to the heeds arid deVjelopment plan,. - . 

j.^ ; . .with a- focus-on the -effect, of various 
1^ i/ . administrative management techniques'; and 

! . -(7) . detailing the servi6es delivered and 

.■ . ;■ - Utilized and" the . problems identified and- 

Ij ■ - .e.olved.- Organization of child care-groups 
• j- • ■ • ■ and th^ provision of; teclinical' , assistance 
'. . , (i.e., money, regulations agf^ procedure - 

.1 • . training) for the delivery' of. services 

• ■ would be' the function': of the. .Operations. 

■ Staff. -The design of apfjro'aches to del-. " . 

. . ^ ivery of services , and., their, evaluation 

' would be functions of the ^Planning - nit . ' 

It seems ■ to . be assumed by the designers of the Operations - 
^Plarf. that the reader will know which '^anit and functions -in 
prograiP planning, opera£ions and evaluatiori ^re 'being referred to 
above, ■ though no poS.itive relationship can actually be made. 

; . . ■ The Plan -also describes a .recording system, "which reflects ' 
^stages of each regional or.local (4-C) development and compo- 
" SxtiQn.-. . . The state of child cafe resource development in that 
area and^special problems ... systematically recorded" and measured - 
at .two-mcntii intervals. in regard to the effects of an influx 
of o;utsi.dfe'.'>forces .(money , personnel -and technical resources)... 
^^on.the operation. . .of localrgroups , and consequently, but mosf * 
iniportantly, on the delivery of child care services within that - 
^ area .or region. • Criteria for this evaluation effdrt are being ■ 



developed' to- provide initial bonchmark da4:a" (p. 67). . Again no 
definite responsibil ity . is assigned to aj? agency or individual. 

' ; " * . ■ . ^ ■. • * ■■ 

./ .The operational system then, is merely a skeletal outline. 

The reader, either must invent "behclimark data" indicators, consult 
with local Child Care Unit staff", to. develop a recording' system, 
eliminate the. recd^ended procedure for.sOme other evaluation 
scheme, or Use 'the C & D forms in Apt^ndix B if^ ava'>artit)le. The 
op^erations plan, ^. in ger\eral, contains ideas 'and categories for 
■Inquiry or process but.no implementation system. 

■* 

■Recommended item's^. for. evaluating program ef f-ectiveness are - 
given-, -with special caution* on' controTXing '^outside • inljluonce" 
"-(p. 67.-68). .Agency referral- systems, eligibility certification 
enrollment and payment -p.rocedures /'will be simulated where 
possible" along with "Regional ^variations . " "I-»rogram . types" 
may also be regionally varied.' Program components "can be-, 
controlled and their effects measured . " How and by whom. is not 
.described except ^or the' Appendix .B' exaitipre a.*? a simulated FAP. 
system Vhere tiiere is an active social, service agency that can. 
be" provided child^care s^^^ces development support by the 
Operations Un-it and the locM 4-Q. " No. recomniendationg or^ 
alternate systems fire provide^ for simulation :where 'thd named -> 
support agencies are absent, in full or in paf t . ( 
■ ^ . . ' . ■ - ■ , . ^ ' ; . 

Burlington-Morrisville E and D Labor Project- 



Appendix 3} relates, to the Buriington-Morrisville airea^ and ■ 
■its E & B Labor Project FAP child care operations The Appendix 
C;onsists.of three itenis, two memoranda and a dojcument entitled 
Authorization and Placement Procedures,- ' -*•'., .Nr 

•* ■ » ' » - 

The -m^emoranda, whic^i come clcfsest to describing a system, 
^rebfrom Kathy Futrel-1 to federal staff . in FAP Planning ^VR*, 
15ocial Service and OCD.' \ " ' . ' . 

..The first memo (Octpbe'r 26-510) drafts the preliminary 
strategy. Three categories of 'information are- listed as having' 
been retrieved from the basic E. & D plan, includingwit-the objective 
for including data.. Methods, iricluding designated agency and* 
program, developer responsibilities, are clearly stated. The 
referral process (p. 85) .graphically identifies lines of nnmmu- 
nipation and. activity responsibilities -of and between -agencies . 
Also included -are data needs for- Establishing ahcillary services., 
baseline data for evaluation\pui;pos'es and a management information 
system. Final responsibility for overall- coordination and delivery 
of., child -car^ ^ervices^ to this -proj'ect rjes.ts mutually with Wayne 
Calderera (Day Care Operations_ Unit) and .Kathy Futrell (FAB child ' 
Car^ Planning .Unit) . " ^ ' " 

• y ■ .-■ - • 1' • ' - ' " 

The second memo (October 3O-7O}; is also from Futrellj. 
re organization of day care services, in support of th'e FAP' E & D 
Project. "Support, services*, " as used here, refer - to :socia]/^/. 



services counseling in four specific areas for trainihg project ■ 
enrollees^ (p. 89), . The' t^rogram developer .will handle' these 
tasks until caseworkers ^re Jiired*. (The four information 
resources fuirnish^d by day 'care staffs ate listed as necfessary - 
for caseworkers. Ekch of tTiese'^items will be identified by 
the -staff person responsible for preparing -or developing the ^ 
da'ta: . ^ * . . ' • , r> ' - . 

* • * . 1 ■ ,-. • 

(1,) Day care program guidlines, procedures ' * ■ 
(including payment system) and forms and. 
. • orientation to delivery systems anh 
, resourced. . v' ' ' 

(2)^ A period*ically* updated inventory of <j 
1 availab^ day care* spaces , classified by i 
location, type, p fir care and* age group . ^ \ r 



f 



(3), ,An expedient directory of. child care 
'transportation resources. . . /■ - ^ 
' . • 

.(4) Plan for provision of services in the 
community t-o meet special needs of ■ tlie 
children* of E & D project.- 



Another exhibit , the" "cycle of day care service" is referred 
to. but. cannot /'be identified except ,if the .reader asfeumes a. 
.reference to, 'material on P. 86.;' The ■ second, exhibit Jincludes\ 
referral forms and a timetable for cf one-nonth registration of 
day care centers. ' , ■"/,•■. 

Eligibility criteria are clearly, stajbed. ' iricluding periods 
.of. co\^age and types of FAP authorized and funded services. 
PlacemeYit^ procedures are- outlined, including inter-agenc.y / ' . . 
responsibilities^. Use of forms and their distribution are 'also 
clearly outlined. = A section on "follow-up. ."actions" (p. 9"8-101) 
refers, to' information thati must be included on billing forms " 
(e.g., special child problems, child -absenteeism, placement ' 
terminatipn,. work lapses, program withdrawal or completion) . 
^fj^?^^°"^ completing -the referral and day care authorization 
billing and placement recor^ forms are include.d with the f.orms . 
Ditectionsare clearly stated. Quality . care assessgient can only ' 
be inferred frpin information rec6rd^-43n" the ■ "Blue Form. Day Care 
Termination Repprt . " • All ^ther^^f ori^is, deal " w\th money, transport, 
time sequences and schedules. V. -o . ^ ' 

- Apfy^ndix B seems., to b^ useful document, but illustrates.'^ 
the. ^onsidN^rable^attention given to, fiscal managemen^^ (i.e., 
eligibility, refferral, placement criteria) and the Vbisence of „ ' 
attention -to quality care components. 
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/ • ■ 

Operations Plan". Summary on Opti ons^ ■ ' " ' / " 

^h;,^ J!^^ -Pfi^^^tions P lan Sunimary on Child Care Optij is, states , ' 

■ ^^^^ these "are- available ■ and ^Ul bJ--¥xrr cisod at/at" le^^^^^ 

• and^P /^"^ijji-trative Relationships, Del iv^ System 

and Programs and Techniques. oyt^tem, 

■■*■■■' _ . ■ * 

>hov^^^' '''•'"^"'u'''?^ °^ ^■''■s Operations Plan feels ' ' 

there is an open choice , which may be interpreted in a nn^i^r;,. 
^^''^^-^^''.^^^^^^^^ity." There is a pattern 'of prefeentinq a 
m,ethpd backed up by some form of assumption and/or justifica- " 

■ ■ - TJife -interchangeable use of "would be" and "will be" annnaV 

■ tSnLmont't-r.A"-' extremely significant product of"^ V 
the Veimont child'' care effort would h». . "There win ■ " \ 

■ !g manor demonstrations -in-.the^EiT^ personnel res5U?Fe. . . " ' 
■■ODerI>- Ane ^ "recoinmendatioh"~is~no±..«sed, yet the /'i 
descrinH.^nf f '^^^x" • ^ "^^^^^ °^ recommendations and ' 

a wL'k^birplaJ.^""'^""^"^ ^""^'^^ ^° establish a basrs-fb-t-vi--... 

^ • Implementation of' thV Operations Plan ' ■ .- 

■ for uT: \ ^"t e ^im^uidelines and Op P ratinq Prbcedt^re ^, . 
tor FftP Day Care were issued bWthe V e'rmont OCD in August — 
Prepared by F.AP Child Care . Plai^^rs as a partial imp^I^entatig-n" " 
^L^ Operations Plan, The Interim Guidelines are chiefly 

deaf with "^th eligibility- and financial procedures^nl do ' not . 
m^fd.r- sys-tems. .In transmitti^ the 

jUA^delines to 4-C »,airmen and day eare operators/ ?he OCD Director 
memo stated that the Interim Guidelines included/new i^irector 
.administrati,ve functions for day care operators/which will ' 
con.inue.Vuntil funding/and development of addA4ional ' staff 
qapability tat the regional 4-=:^ level is complied " These 
administrative functions , c-over three' ^areasT 7 * ' . 

. (1). a parent fee collection system; ' ' ' 

(2) a' simplified method cJ> parent decla- 
. ration of famil^ income employment status; 

(3V, an information system fov/ program' * ' 

direction and coordination. 
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The Interim' Guidelines table ol: • contents closely . follows 
tile 'items in the. first half j^of the-Ojberations pian : purcriasing 
of FAl^.Ch''ild Care service ;' eligibjn.ity , fees and payments, j and, . . 
colu-GCtipns I However, tti^ Interim Guidelines are better orga- 
rfized And' present information more clearly than does thp . . ' ' . 
Operations Pl3,n. Tl^is is an important^-cwtr i-bution since tfie ■ 

.Operations Plc^n is difficult to follpwidue to its organization . 
and format.. ParticulSisJ^ useful is th^ systematic way in which 
directives in the InterinNCuideline.S . refer to appended forms, 
the clarity in which directions are presented, including easily 
understood examples irath.er than the inathdmatical formulae -in \ 
the- Operations Plan. The Guideljmes inciude duplicate copies 

.df the Fee Schedule from 'the' Op^ations Plan (pp. 38-43).. 

^ A particularly useful' ^part of thq Interim Guidelines is 
the "User index," which lists intake procedures in reference to . 
.page. and- paragraph, and an outline of administrative' responsi- 
bility by- organization. .-...* ? ' • . 

'-»' ' -J,. ■ ' • ."' 

This document seems to- be a good; first step at interpreting 
the Oper.ations Plan . to readers so -they: can hope to understand 
and implement intake procedures in order-«to build eligibility, 
fee, and biLling systems. ' ^ ' ■ \ 

The -.Director/ s memo also vindicates that the new 'administra- 
tive requirements are mtendedto improve information reporting • 
systems for use in- program direction and coordination. In this ' 
regard, the Interim Guidelines- suffer from the same limitation 
as the Operatiqns Plan: e . g . program direction and coordination 
are defined in terms of how many . eligibLes ,., how much' they are ;' . 
• charged and how efficien-cly collections of money^ are madp.^ 
^Tnformatioft reporting may, al'so shed light on the' extenfof 
interagency^ coord ina'tion" via accuracy and. u'se of completed forms. ■ 
Still missing^,are» policies and procedures for dealing . with wh'at' , 
happens when children enter - the- day care service .'^system. ., 

• . , - ' ■ o _ ' * ' . 

■ 2.. Day.-.s^are st-affing patterns at the sites seemed to reflect 
:.the' recommended optioi^s in , the Plan. - For example /, day .care worker 
■ included WIN "and-, other federally sponsored program participants. 

.3. Thfe Plan's emphasis on FAP eligibil-ity f actoirs and ■• 
: financial controls was reflected 'in responses from nearly -sixty ' - 
•percent 6f the day care operators who estimated -that . each spends 
; an average of , ten work dayis each month on tasks related to. 
i eligibilitiy an^ money. Almost half of the sites visited by LICD, 
--interviewers (twenty ' four . of fifty) had at least: one . family •memUisr 
' covered by FAP.. Additionally, ^of ^he working parents interviewed, 
*30% had obtained their jobs .through a government program and ,^ 
40%^^^' those identified FAP as that -program. * T ' 

• , . . , ■ - "I ^. ^ -».... ■■ 

Desigr^ers 'of the^ Operations Plan assumed that parents 
•would take en^loyment or- job training if .day care were -available " 
during working' hours . In support -of this assumption , ovqt half"" 
.of the working pothers interviewed^ said .they preferred work to 



staying at hjome.. Nearly ?0I of all working parents interviewed 
said thqfy .worked because they "needed the money". 'v-^ 

^ ^5... - .Th^ Operations Flan projected "small family o^rq * ' ' 
situations" or "protective care" homes as important resoilrces for 
employment of FAP eligible ^dults and fhr imme'diately available 
day care for> FAP eligible children, gince these "caretak4r" 
homes were , exempt fr.om . state • licensing, requirements / * 

^ .■ ■ , '> ■■ .\. ■■• 

4 ' However, the "caretaker" sites .seemed to create ^iofe * 
prolplems than they solved. The. Caretaker Appiraijal C riteria 

■ document .was not. available as a statement of standards until ' 
't)ecember-, 1971, despite the" controversy which developed around 

.■. custodial versus .developm'entSa? child care. . ' 

6. • The Operations Plan. ■..diffused administrative respon- 
sibility for 'decisions and. implementation of FAP eligibility " • 
and fiscal •control.s among vaf i^us \jur isdic'tions , c^enJ^ing on ■ 

-TVhen parent/agencyvcontact was established and the type arid 
level of ld_ecision or- action ■ required^ Problems of implementing-, 
wnat may-be qonsidered- the most Cietailed portions of the Plan- ■ • ■ 
l^ecame apparent in responses to rthe - LIGQ ^lirvey of . StatQ / 4-c; • « 

. local site operators 'and. consumers of ;caUlV day care services. 
Despite, the PlanVs detail.,of wh«^b-to-do-uh*3r certain " ' 
circumstances, >6w to do it remao^ned unclearvat all levels of 
planning and op.erat ion . * • - , ' ■ « 

: ■ . • ' . \/ - ^ 

LICD field data,.r&flebts .qonfusion iabbut both reimbursement 
and pa.yment mTethbds from ^the ^point- of determining when and how to 
calculate fees,, .to determining dates . for submitting bills for 

■ payment. The extent of frustration* with ^budget, "Accounting and 
otker control systems varied with the ..bureaucratic- Ipv.el. of ' ' / 

•^one's ^job, levels of inter-agency communication , "accuracy- of / 
information, .and regional Variation in"-4-C day. car^ site 
relationships'. • '■ y -^Z . ^ ^ .. / / 

- The tendency in the Operations Plan; to stress local flex- 
^H'^*^^' -^^^-^^^ strong poi\it f6r potential e'xpref^sion of felt 
needst^as -considered to ^ be ii'.Beterrentg- by some state policy- 
makers who had anticipated aompliancf^ with "clear ,, cut- guidelines " . 

7. -The lOperations. Plan\ presented specif ic details ok? ^ 
methods. and controls to Wssute that children of FAP eligible ■ 
tamilies- would, be serVedV th^t equital?re f ee-s ; and paymenbe /for ' 
.services would be rendered', t^iat adequate" child-adult\ ratibs 
■.would be set-aod maintained ahd that, alterilative types 6f tiay * - 

care would :be available. ' How&vef, the Plan did not include a 
single reference t^o .the i^ederdjl Interagency Day Care Requi rements 
even though all ..federally, funded day -care programs must., legally"*^ 
comply with ^ts .provisions ' ; 
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j8. The .use. of rorrns ,\ guxdelite's and- other in<3tr ^ct ional ■ ' ' 
reatcrials. were anJiicipatedVi.h the Plan and later ^developed 
.4s. qperaUrf'g. tools.- ^tlCD 4ield data /-'however / reveal 3d cr^nfusi'on " 
. ine^fectivp.use and inadequVite- understanding oT many materials 
... .<For/e>:ampl.e, some state of ficial s * tended- 'to- describe ^heir - 
.. guidelines a!5 ."clear-cut" arid needing only -"to b't^^ise-l 'proper Iv-" • 

to /be ef^^ct.lve.. Some 4-C leaders and site operato?S>C on the' .•• 
. ptner. hand, complainljd of "c6mpl icat'ed " ^nd" "confaicting " ' 

instructions -or .of not get^inV "the right'" information when tHdv 
needed it/ espejciAlly of ficial- decisions'. '•—7-^- ' ^ 

a \ - - ■. I ■ '■ ■ ■ 'r. 

SOMMARY ' . , -^A . I ' 



. ^Overall/ it would.* appear tkat'the Operations- Plc^n could not 
be. implemented as a day .c^re delWry -system l^acaus^ I it did hot ' 



'r ■ /Vv ' ^v^x -J ^"■i' '^^-^^ ue:i.u..vtJiy .i^ysuem pt^cause it did flot 

■* ti-SV" :^*! ^ statewide basis for, .dekl ing with* day-to-day- -operatinq 

W'^-y^b-^^^^^^^?"^^?- Except in. the Burlingtpn-Morri.svil 1- ajea where ; 
"^^^ A Z-^'V^^^K Vu""- .and procedures Wre .developed ' to. link day care 

r - Y^-^ with the other FAP services , ..the Alan rema ined . a ' .statem^iS^t df - ' 
i nopeful intentions and fiscal controls , rather than a bluer^rint 

for -action*. . / ^ \' •■ - ■ ' ^ ,- ■ 

. Th.^ missing ingredient\in. the' Apora'tions Plan was a format " v. 
tor human int^^raction — the' process by . which * infSrmati-bn could ' 
. . be sh-arcd, decisi6ns niade and ' actions^ 'taken ■ ^ ■ • * 
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To leairn "how^ well" the day care system .was w^irking, .lJcd 
investigators began with the people in the sVstem' 

* • ' ■ \ 
n Interviews had , been conducted with nearly ,ai;L "of the w 

decision, makers at the* federal i'evef! during our study of the 

pi annin^J* process - , . Therefore, w^a focused. this exumination 

primaril'y on the* p^ple in Vermont and those l^ew people ^in 

Washington who Vere^* directly "^-involved in the dtiy-to-day 

operations o^v'^r^tdfit ' s FAP day care pre\,est . \f ■ ' 

, . For our study of operations; we intervjewe^^,. Vermont state-, 
employees Vho were -di're'ttly involvec* in operations yxnd commu- 
.nity^ coordinated child care (4--C} leaders.: ' \ 

To complete- this work, .we sent ten interv.ii^wers into .the 
field to v^isi-t a stratified sample qf "fifty day bare ^ites '■ , 
where .we collected.da'ta f r'om their operator's (directors), • 
^staff, advisory 'boai;d or council mernbers afid- parents whose 
"children were enrolled a»t the day care sites. ■ * 

■■ 1 ' . ■ -v ' -c ■ ■ • , ■■ 

. Consider ingvPJ^^^le to be the most important resource of 
thelday care system, LICD staff wanted to learh wno they were 
wjTd!t they did and ?iow they /,p^l%teived* themselves and one .another, 
in' relation to gettj.ng/ the,:y6b doner ^rgo ; providing" child-care 
for FAP eligible famil^^<?sV^ ■ , ^ ■ ■ ■ v/ ' . .. 

• ' This iine'^of^^^jQari^y provided ■ information 
characteristics^'^'^^ls- of exper.ii^nce and education, roles, 
reTationships , deci'sioii-^making* and -inf ormation processes, 
technical assistance and.- training . " -. -.^ 

. r. . . Who They Wer^ '■---^^ 

Vermont.' s Ofjjice r jf Chi id development was 'directed' by"^^---^.^ 
"Joan Babbott, an Mt D.- who hqid been Ch^d' He^th Ser^n^es ^ 
.Direo*tor of 'the state Health Departments^ In /Aug u'sJ^TpTl , ^she 
was appointed- to head the new state CCD b\j^LU>tfm S . fcowles , Jr , 
Secretary' of .Vermont ' s Agency of .Humaia Servi^ c^. Babj Rott 
continued to devote part of her time, to the ..Health Department' 
un.til personnel processes, were completed and sne was officially 
transferred to- SOCD full time about six months later . • 



BalDbott ' s. primary federal contact was ■ Sam Granato , Day Caire 
^ChieJ^ .in HEW's Office of Child -Development in Washington, Project 



- 



Officer of -t^he Vermon^t child care pretest, and i-ts chief ^ 

architect. Granato ' s assistant, Betty Krone, was-al^o involved 
>'ith the pretest as was Edna' Hughes, chief of Day Care Li(r\3nsers 
'(OCD/HEW) v/hp' pi^-ovjldqifl technical assistance. V/ ^ ^ 

The F/'^P Planning staff in Verinont played a diminishing role ■ 
after the, Day Care Unit was transferred ' fi;oin the stator offipe 
of Economic .Opportunity to the nc-'W SOCD. . . ' ' ' 

- • * ■ ' ' ^ ' ' / . ■ " 

George Caifcagno, Director of the FAP staff and Kathy Futrell, 
its Chief Child-Care Planner, continued to develop related pol - 
icies ,a.nd procedures, eventually assigning staff analyst Mike 
Wristqn td' the SOCD as I'iaisonVTn order to strengthen 'bhat " ^ 
office's capacity to achieve FAP objectives. . 

Wayi^e Calderera-^ v;ho'had Tbeen the leacl Piiograni Developer- in 

the origina.1 SOEO organization, beqame Babbott's deputy,^ in ' ■ 

e&fect,- when she appointed him to head the Day Care Unit in the 
yfew OCD. 1/ . ■ . ■ 7 

^ - • I ' ■ ' X 

^^^om- July, 1 , 1970 wljien ■ the . pretest began, untilNthe Spring 
.t consisted of. three program develope 
overed the state. These positions la'tfr 



'of 1972 , the Day. Car'e On 
and ■ three ti'ainers who c 



appear at all in'Ver- 
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becamq Training and' Technical .Assistance Specialists but^ did not" 



SPY' 1973 proposal for refunding . 



Holland C. Gerhart J^r . , was appointed Chief Licenser when 
day care licensing was transferred to ^OEO from SDSW in September, 
1970, alo"ng with Gerhart /and five other licensers. 3y the Spring ' 
of *1972 , organi-zationdlv-i^Mft-S"-"^^^ transferred, two of the JLicensers 
to other positions and h/rought a sanitarian and building Inspector 
under 'Gerhart • s jdirect Supervision . V *■ .» 

About. this same time', S'h'i'fts in the Agency of Human. S(=r vices- 
p3!acjid SOCD'£'':Susiness Manager, James Healy,. and his assistant 
»JSck\e Cassidy, 'under Beryl Rosenfetreich, chief of the Administra- -ft 
tiVe Services Division of AHS,. Hea^y, too, had been with the 
^pretest ,froin it's earliest beginnings and continued to work out . 
of. che SOGD office as before -the reorganization. 

' .* In additi^on to clerical support/^ other SOCD staff ' included 
part-time and full-time special ists from divers^ backgrounds such 

17 Dar^iel Holland , former Day" Care Unit ftirectorV' became acting"" 
Director of the .State OEO in July, 1971. Hol/L^nd wafs still ■ 
there and continued to'chair the State 4-0 C^inmitteG at the 
"time of this writing. . ■ ' ' 

t ^ .. 
The Sanitarian 'Trainee was in employee of the Environmental ' ' 
Health Division of the state Health Department. The Building 
•inspector was- an employee of . the Fir.e 'l^ia-rshall Division 
in the state Department of Public /Safety,- • ' ' •■ . ■ * : 
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"I'iS Teacher Corps, Peace r;orps , C?:)ri'invun.i ty ilea 1 tho, Communi^ii-t^fls . " 
cind S^^'S terns Analysis. <^^''-^"\ ~ — ' " . . ■ 

Several H'tate agt^iici eK-^^rovided staff >.-.rvices,' directly 
pr indi-rec-t^-^/T-'tc^'the FAT day care program'/; Tiie s ta t.e Depar tmen t 
of S(><llar Wei f are , ap the legal pareiit-^'of thp pretest, had ■ 
played an imp'ortant lole through its Commi ssipner , Joseph Betit', 
*v\'ho chlii'red the original FAP child care consortium. wJUch included: 
S tel la liackel ,' Commissioner of Empl.oymen t .Sd.cur i ty ; Wil l iam F^rench , 
Commi.ssionor of Administration; Tkomas Davis, , Director of SO^O;- 
and- Richard Hill, Acting Commissioner of Vocational Kehabi liatipn. 1/ 
in .addition, Bert SmSt h , ANFC Division Director, DSW, also 
-handled WIN and FAP-reXated m.atters. | ^ . - 

: - Under Conrniisiiipncr- Bruce Mosher,^ the st<Ste. Finance Department 
processed day care bills, for, reimbursement' through four employees 
v.'ho spent portions- of their time each ' mon th .on this work, ' * 

LouiG Peck, Assistant Attorney' General for Government: Affcursf; 
personally re>:'iewed -'^all u-on tracts and other legal matters 
pertaining to day care activity. ' Food was provided through tlie 

'Department of Agriculture programs handled. in Vermont by ^' v 
Bamba Foley; assisted by Betty Luce, at> thQ Departmen t' • of ■ Educa tion 
which approved all allocations of DOA food inc fading financial 
reimbursement and the distribution of • surpj.-us' commodi ties by . ^ 

. Jac^k. Hardy at t,ho state Agency of* Admini;^tr<iti*on . ^ ^ , 

The following inf orm.a'tion sununari.zes dat^ obtaifi'cjj^ <?j^ly ' 
from, people who had a direct, opcratioi^al involvement wi^fti the 
FAP child care pretest. ' i ■ ' 

Personal Characteristi.es / 

■ *■ r ■ . 

•Of the fifty two site directors interviewed-> 0iirty twcN* 
oalled themselves "head teacher" , or " teacher.-directjOr " . • »' 
Thei'e* were two ^co- teachers " or "co-dj.rectors " , the rest .were . 
"satellite home mothers" or- "day care mo'thers".- . . . 

* - , ' ^' 

Tv;ont:y six, of the fifty sites surveyed 'had advisory boards 

or councils . 'Twenty , two^ ' ofi, these were penters, the others ' , 
were homey ,' satellite -homes or group homes. We interviewed 
twenty center ^^advisory board members and 4one home board member. 
They identified themselves as chaitpeople . (8) , vic<?^chai-rperson 
or vice-president (3), secretary- (■3)^or members (7). . - ■ 



XT -Hill!" was Director of the Vli^, Division under the state- 

Department of Education* before .VR'was transferred to AHS 
i n Ja n ua r y , 1 9 7 1 . ' , * o 
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um-i r.l ;er.^f'^ «Af^'-'"'=y -^taff. daycare orMa-,Vtor.\. 

./roup.. / vw had fl'"'°' ?°"'P^-i-''->d the. next largest " 

wore rect'lf "o^t. of (ho board 
i-aVent. or day "arc ^hn^^e" a" firogran, as. 

. I-voivod as- day ; caro'^Saf .volCnteirl. ^^^^ ■: 

help..r..- twenty ^.^^3 ^'IS^een^J^acH^rr^S-^iee^-^^:? " 

..ore t,K.n:;^oui^tl/dr;..':^.2^:a?'^''^^^'^""^^ 
or thIr:''^^-l:°J:^^f/-^-We.d i^.a.trar^^^^ ^ 

T\vont:y-j^;-,,:.; saicl thev rccGived Jta^ii M on-, i J ^ ' 
qovornineMt. 1/ ' " ^'-^ -^^^i tionai inc<?»m(^ from the 



ropeatc 



ateSr^n a^f 't^^oSlc r S^cLf ^rtrculIteH 
cv.:dence Of a statowido fralnfnf M^fr ' P ^f^^* f.^^nd no 
staffs.,, boards.,or parents T^f V^i^. °'' state,/ 4-C and site 
had reaulted iV , '^^ state's contract/ with Thiokol 

staffs olr^ t^J^^'lt:^^"^'^ 'Z.^'"'''' 'h -"d-.H^a^sLrt ■ 
provided bv> three ^tafe ^r^;-^! "^u additional ,trainin*g was 



*^2/ See pp. 121-125. ' • 



eligibility , Billing pt6cedures , accounting systems and 
resource dev.el'opment . .v ■ . • 

' ^ 1 . ■ f- 
According to Wayne Calderera, Chief of theV Day Care Unit, 

state trailers in FY '71 and '72 trained day care .si te^ 

operators .and Istaf'f , trained other agency staff and cooperated 

with. DSW' s Chief " of •Training , participated in Head Start 

(SEDFRE) training", -worked witVi AHS in joint training efforts, 
helped train vtiN and Community College staffs regarding Day . 
Care, wrote a] training model for Vermont day care and were 

involved in sotting up the UVM« program for Iloine Care Gnr ichmont / 

Calderera described the Program Develppers as having set up' 
billing and accounting systems and budgets for sites, worked witli 
4-C "chairmen or' parent/child coordinators to certify eligibility 
and' reimbursement feesr worked .with; the community to develop . 
resources for njedical or dental programs ,• helped f ind j<iew '4 -C 
members and sometimes ran 4-C meetings.: in the alDsence' of the 
4-C chairman / wrote report's to. OCD, kept daily' contact logs 
wr6t;e quarterly reports,' prepared MIS 'iftformation and helped 
write the "new OCD manual. ^ . 

'_ ' I ' • i * ^ . . 

When dateryi'^^wed,, two thirds of the' state qfficials said they 
had received special, training since they , began w.orkifig for the 
-state. Only two of those ^who had not been train'ed said they 
Ueej^c^d more 'trainjnig for their work, .But more than half o'f the ^ 
officials interviewed felt bhey needed more ■ training for their 
.work, such as: ."Management ... grant writing", /.government " 
administration f'ield training ... training , in wh^t children 
, need .,. training in decision making *wi,th in the State of f ice. and ^ " 
•with, the day care parents and staf f .,, The .Rational' Dietetics' ' *. 
A?^.snri at-j on rpqnirp g 7^^ rredit hours every five years :.. always • 
helpful to .know more." 

.Most pf the officials were /fading and studyling independently 
Two -were taking Cip^rGspondence courses, others were pursuing ; some 
of the following activities to /get^ more training : "courses at ■ * 
Goddard, , .'graduate work ... attending seminars and conferences , 
dropping in on 4-C or Head Start- Training". j ; 

Most of the . State lof ficialsv had experience woriking with* 
chfidreh before taking this" job, experienbe -ggined at public . 
school. -ot at home with' their own children!.- .V^ery £^w had 
experience work.ing at a day care center, iiurs'ery school • or kin- 
dergarten. .Others had obtained .their experience at camps , * YMCA, 
l^ead Start, Girl Scouts, as a psychiatr.ici social worker for * 
childr^jiv summer ' recreation /.program, working with, jretarded 

Y/ Wher> I/ICD 'staff asked for a functioQal distinction between ~ ■ 
Program Developer and Trainer we were told", thit "Program 
, Developers 'art really Program Management .specialists and 
. Trainers, are really Education ^Specialists., in. Early Childhood". 



\ 
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^children, baby sit tiTig and Sunday School teaehino . yhree * ' ' . 
officials had no experience with children. • " - ^ 



. • ■ 

About two.:, thirds ofi the state people said tb§y provided 
. some type of- technical ^issistance to the dAy care program-. ' Jl 

Four st;ate people said they provided "orientation". . .. ' 

•Continuous in-service training was conducted by thrc^o of tho^ 
T&TA s,p.ecialists r a communications consultant, and' the Cliild • 
Nutrition Consultant. Eight others^ said they provided the » 
■■ following services: ' "Consul Itant... to the -providers to help - 
^solve problems .\ . counseling board members .. f advise . 4 -C staff ' • , 
ili'human relations problems -ins'pect for 1 icensing ... media ^ \ ^ *' 

presentation- development .. ^monitor and' helped .organize office' <^ , ' 
££ 'tasks and ^f unctions^ .• ..bridge gaps in inf ormatio.i^^^ • • 

available service^ with .the state.^and counties. . .proyide.help '.^ - . " ' " 
re^arjding- financial* management and records.".: ■ "\ * " ■ . . . 

'wonis of^the 4-C Policy Committees provided a training 
program for its c'Shimittee members-v or voluntee2;s and only one . 
4-C had 'a training plan for its paid staff.' . ' "4? 

■ ■ ^' ^- • . ■ • ••• 

• _ ■ S ite Training , „ ■ - . 

--y . ^ .■ . - " _ ^ . . •'V-^^':. 

Fewer than half of the day f:are operators, had ^a training / . " ' »;.. ■.'■ 

program for their pa;^^ . staf f . •Mosti;:of the directors 'either - ■ ' ' . 

did not. -answer Hhe que^stion or, '.Said tha.t. they did nrot have ' o ' c* 

a training program. L6ss thaW-'r'fr-.feh'ird -of them* had a training-. ■ * • 
• program for thjeir advisory board ancT fewer 'than half of tKose ■ 
responding to '-^he .question had a training.jjp.rogram for their 
voAuQteers . ■ If. there was a training' program^ in mbst'c^ses; the 
offcrator was responsible *f or running it. .'In a f ev/ .day car^ 
sites,, either the state OCD, a community^ college, -the- CAA "or 

Head Stiart conducted the training- program,' One operator had . 
the 4 -C bookkeeper, conduct training. ■ - ' ^ 

Generally, the training program was conducted- at the d^v ^ . N • 



care site.* A few cgperators said they used various plafes such 
as a high- school ^ a Mental Health clinic or a localQCommun^ity 
college, which seemed to be the most widely used resojirce. 
About 32% of the 'day care sites had received • training ..programs ^ 

> Rrpvide"d ft by .the Sta,te Day care unit. A small percentage of 
the^day care, sites.'had received training provided.,by a university^ 

•. privatecollege or training organization One operator - said ■ that 
the 4-*<was becoming involved in training." ^- ■ . 

About .half of the operators said that. .they did spend ' 

"^ny time_ each month in training actlvitU^s About one fourth of 
the others spent 1-2' 'days per montii in ^tr^ning'.' Less than one * 
• fourth spentil^-S days in training and '.a. smSSsl ^oercenfage spent' 
6-10 days in trainin^j activities per month. ^ 

'Most of. the operators said they iv^ver spent any time with 
the state grog,r am developers and .hal-f 'of . them said they never- 



\:<^,rVA:iil dJj p.iMvIy; v,'i !:Lr the/ state day cfire trainers or tDcliJiica 1 . ^ 

a s ;5 ,i s t a n co : t a t f . v A .v r y small. { jo r c e ii t acj c , o f tji c opera tor fi 

t^aid ^ they^.'.vOi-kt. d With the state trainers on. a roqular ba.sis. i 

. .. ■ . , . ■ . ■ \ : ■ . . . ■ , ■ 

■•.".■Mos^t oi. l.iio, day ^care operators ha<I not received -any 
special trai.nincj since they beyan v/orki ng -at ^the 'si^te , j| 
The -30?. that did receive 'training said they recei'ved it lirom , 
a State trainer / ' ti^ainincj \organiidatiOn , , univelrsity or college-. 
One operatoi; was^'trained by the previous director. A few of 
theiju in '.the liortlveast Kingdom ! rece ived- their training f rom 
OCCSAi ^ Most of the operators suid they needed'mQre training 
for the work they did. ' Most* o^^ them were reading and studyijig 
irnJepend«%'tiy , and a small perccnjiage wore taking course v.ork - 
at a local schools Some .of the training ar{>Q,s J;he operators 
identified y/dre:' ''growth and development./ parent involvcrnon.t', 
coinmuni ty participation , eli i Id care - any thi Jiq , Cirs t d , 
fund raising-, counseling, p:^yc)io'logiqal sorviccG , community " ' 
relations early, childhood education"^ cliild deve'3.0[)mc:nt', 
Ijsychology of disturbed child/jii, he.alth dlagnoi-.t.ic. tra-i-nlny , : 
how to train ^taff, infant caftc- , ■ hpw"/to, develop curriculum ^ 
teaching techndquT2s , ]nn<X how to implement s6ci,al cl^inge ^ 
through cQmhiunity actVon 'Cif forts."' ' ... • . . - 

ji ■ ■ . \ ■ V - 

Twenty si x directbrs- had experi ence; with ■ ch ilijiren -^in their * 
own home while most of\the others" had experience either ia: a day" 
care canteror'a jsublii school;. E^bme- fhe-qthery had . A 
experience .with ch'iXdreJn in a da^' '*^:^re home , nursery rK:hool,^ *^ 
kindergarten or private school.' 801; of the di.rcictors" interviewed 
had some experience fcith children in -a fornialj structured ^euting 

Abou-ff C0% of thfl! day car.e staff interyic^^^ed fej.t a need f*or 
more training, anSs^wdjnted . it in' child de'velop'ment and early ' 
chiJdhood'',*education . ll A few wanted -.on-the-job training in day, 
care management ar^d problem ' solving . Otheis. , wajited trai.ning in 
parent counseling, orcjj^anizlng and^ nutrition , ' ■ ' ' ' , ; 

Most of those who^'antqd. trai ning >vere' taki-ng coll<ige or 
university courses , andAs^tudying independently. A^mall ■ o 
.vpercentage^were ^ettin^ yin-service training,,! parti9ipating rn 
a local agency's trairii/ng program'. Some. said they asked their 
dfrectors or cxperierK?fed people ^or hGl-p,and' . in lormati'on.. 

fSO?. of the day>fcare staff said thfy ha3 received special 
day .care £ra-iiiing' Jrf tier they began working r^it, the sLto.' About' 
■ l-/3,'^receiydd -it f/om the site director, 1/3 from' 5 -University 
pr-college; .and- from a state trainer. A'small' ■ [i/ercent'age . 

•also- had repeiv^d training from a community, organization, i-M 
tra.ining organization or other outside'- educ'ators. - . , 
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'*-v- ^t^^K ^^"^ ^^^'^ thoy.hnd previous cxucricnco' with 
^bout hcJi.. of thnt.cNporic.nce had occurroLi at ho:nc with thoi r 
cw:: childr.^n. The others had worked in formal .sottinq^v suchV^ 
a., .. day care center, nursery ^i:.hooX or public scl-'-ol ! TwonVv 
:vii;o nad worked at th> site betwc ' ^ - '^^^niN 



on 6-1:? riontl^.s, 



at the site r:ore th.m a. year, onc\ more than' 
since the site had.openad.. ' 



•en iiad be 
and two 



^ About 50?- of- the day care advisory boards ':5tirvrv-d had 
a -training pjocjram for^ eheir members whi le (>0?, of th^m had 
training pro:/rams -for the paid st:S(f. AUwit .50?. of th:^ boards 
had- a training pl-ogram fot^. their yolunte.,^r.s and one board liad' 
a training program for parents'. Most of ?the board traininq 
programs were Am by day carc^-opera tors . Only four of the' 
boards actually ran trai ning , prog rams Otheri^ said thri r 
training programs were -I'un by a Head Stai-^t Director, B-KOC ♦ 
or- SOCD. _Only eight members said they ha^l received lioard 
, training . . • . ^ 

Most Of the. boards used a community 'cJol lege staff- the ' 
'State day., care unit or their own staff for; their training 
, programs, and a few uqed a university , . training organization 
|Or local public or private agencies. ■{ 
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What They Did 



i'lhe State 



■ • / \^ I 

|. ; state- staff said- they were' respohsible f^r /planning, 
jorganizmg, a&sistihg and 'administering the •v<?rrabn*t day care 
.;PX-ogram.- These responsibilities included devAjJping and - - ■'~ 
^promulgating golicie^ and procedures; allocatiSWj .resources 
jCstablish-ing. fiscal and managerial contrpfs, eS^tablishing 
program quality s tandards .and compliance .mechan'ri sms such . as 
^licensing and providing support services .s.uch asS technical ' 
'assistance and.^tr'^i-ninq . '. j * 

. . :t\ ' \. , • Y - ■ 

. About halif the state . of ficials interviewed akd there' was 
■nothing at their agency that could not be done beciiUGG there- 
were not enough, s taf f pG^ople. >.ewor than half the Vstate fs 
.officials, thougjit^ they cdiild use. more staff, while '^ihe others^ ■ 
.said that-they could. use 'less staff. Those who waVi(cd more 
■staff ci.ted heavy, workload/ too few' people to cover •'^thef>nt ire 
state, inadequate\b.lericaljsup^ort,.- "no time to foll«w-up/' 
■"no timp. .to consult -^nd- advise— only put out fires, "^no time 
..to monitor; or evaluate, and a need »f'or informational. >f acts and 
f igures . .. " . . . . \. . . . .' . ^ 
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Those who wanted- less staff said it. could happen with a 
redistribution of .tasks and functions inci'jGasihg regional 4-'C 
capability "vis-a-vis administrative staffing? better methods- 
of operation, more specif ic -directions , more variety of skills" 
in sta'iff and "changing the concept of OCU." 

'( ' , 

Most. of the State Of ficials ^elt that.it would be a .help 
to 'have 'St a with' different kinds of skills, 5ut a few did 
..not know if "that would help. The skills mentioned most fre- 
>guently as needed were', early childhood and management dxperfcise. 
Others mentioned with varying degrees of emphasis were educa- 
'tional> bookkeeping, comjnui*'ity oi;cJanization , research, commu- 
nications , .program developmeht , .eva]yj4tion,' analytical, computer,, 
sWtti3tical ac^oun'ting , ' and leg^al skills. Some o,f the officials- 
cemented th^ the skills of* current staff were, not ■'being fully 
utilized. A few said objectives needed, defining before they 
could identify additional needed .skills. 

\ ' . ■• . ' ' 

When \the Vermont FAP., day care pr.e-test began,, the Day Care 
Unit was organized into ^teams of program developers, trainers' 
and licensers .assigned to ,speciffc territories .i/ As the ' .• 
program" bee am^ institutionalized, the distinctions between 
the three positioi\s began to blur. Projgram developers and 
trainers bee aria "genei;ali stk" as the- licensing function 
crystalized. The F:Y. '73 refunding proposal ot the SOCD > 
f)resented a distinctly different staff ing pattern, one which 
reflected a view of the state level as fcoordinative and 
.indirectly operational. It'.included positions, which calle^ 
-for organizational/-..^ analytical and systems skills rather than 
human development skills. As the FAP" child carc^ pretest .moved • 
into its third year , 'the. accumulatJJjn of managisment problems 
and their ramifications 'appe^i-rfed to.^be recognized in the;, move 
toward.' decentralizing di-rect act5?lvi|'ies to- the 4-0 leve*l . j 
However, unless the shif-^ of certain'*^ responsibilities from * 
state to 4-C was tc be- ad^pompanied by effective- statewide systems* 
some of- the proble'ms may have been compounded. . * 

-For example, LICD invest igators found that individual 
energies," ta,lent and- initiative often remained within a given 
community and wore not' tapped by. State officials as resources 
to be shared with less .^fortunate communities'. - 

i - ^ * ■ ■ ■ ' ' ' ' • ' - 

V - The success of a particular. 4-C or day care operation 

seem(?d to depend .on the creativity ^nd experience of leaders 

who were able. t^O fill the gaps- le'ft .by the state. 1/ 'One 4-C. 

leader, for example, did an outstanding job of organizing d^ay 







1/ 


See 


pp. 9| 






2/ 


For 


detai: 

: .J 


is*, see Chapter 5. 





' 9 



- 20G - ■■ ss>'- 
' ' , ■ . l 

-care sites so that they coordinatred their efforts in mutually, 
beneficial activities such as join.t purchasing and sharing of * . 
staff and ..inf ormati\5n'. .Another jl-G directordeveloped a .check- 
list- for caretakers whiie,^ in another part g'f 'the state, a da'y 
, cafe operator , 'who had extensive early childhood experience 
through developing and . operating a' Head Start program, had 
never been, tapped as a ^useful' "resource , despite her stated 
willingness to. "be helpful." 

- ■'' ■ ■ ■ • ' <i 

As for the State Committee', based 'on" interviews with 

regional 4-C leaders, most of its activities revolved around 
i>:s legislative commit.tee'. A number of Regional 4-G leaders 
' said they" regularly received the legislative newsletter* which 
x^ontai-fied the latest: information on national and state day ' ■ ' ^ 
care legislation.. .Apparentlyr there was an active dialogii'e 
.between the regional and state 4-Cs on legislative issues and 
a number of 4-Cs supported lobbying efforts as a result of this /' 
activity. ■ . j 

TheP. Sites' ■ • ; ^ ' // 

At the day care site level , '-operators andtheir st'affs 
were responsible, for providing day care services to the children 
of FAP eligible families. "It must be noted - here' that all or ■ 
the! guidelines, regulations and administrative machinery ■ 
reached their final destination at' the sites. All other people 
in the system were responsible for trying 'to' find wa^ys to get / 
the job done". The people at the sites ,were faced~^ith .the dqubie- 
barrelled task, of caring for children while meeting the standards ■ 
of program and accountability imposed from above. yy.. .j , 

■ ■ ' ■ ' •. • '■'■ ■' ^ ■ ■ ^- ' r ■ 

About^:half .of the operators and half of their-^ staff s agree'd 

that there were things, they couldn't do because they needed more... 

staff. About one fourth of the; Operators and most of the stci;f f . 

sa^^ it ■ would help to have staff with different .kinds of' skills 
, and they -named 'mu-^ic /• education -and art, most frequently, o'ther 
. skills mentioned were" booKKeeping , .cooking, danc:^^nHY^/ health >' .. 

carpentry , natural science, .physical, education^ and drama. //. 

About one' half, the directors used a regular staff substitute 
whi*Le others used parents and neighbors to re^^ce an abs^t 
• staff" p.erson. ' Most- of the operators were able to -pay their , 
substitutes and-did. " . ^ : ' . ^ ■ •; . ' j' ' 

• . . ■ . ■ .■ . ■ ' \ .: / • ' 

Thirty one of the 50 .sites had some paid staff, ^mo&t of whom^ 
were teachers and . aides . ■ Fewer than lOV of . the. p.aid sta^f f were 
cooks and 4paintenance people; about^l?. were drivers . Some sites 
had . secretaries , bookkeepers , deyital technicians and NY/'C , wiw or 
FAP trainees. Most qf.„the . staff were women between the/ ages of 2]' 
and 35. Fev/er than 10% of the paid staff people had b.feen directl.y^..„ 
involved ' with a day care program' before employment' at '/the sit6; 
Most of^ the operators spent mosffof their time deiivering child . ' ? 
care services, for -an average of . 1'8'.. 5 ,days- .per month .^y-i/ •'■ 

Ir/ 'See p. 217- for staff salary details". ,, y . - • jj ■ . ^. 



Overall, the bperat'ors said they spent an average of ten ■ 
days per mo.hth preparing reports reviewing and verifying 
computations, certifyixig ^.ligibility > handling money matters, 
mair^taining. records and files and processing moothly bills. 
Four percent .'of ' the operators said they spent an average of 
eleven-days per month working with parents, eighteen directors' 
"spent a|3out f-oiir days'^per moat^V working with the 4-C, About 
half*-tiTG directors spent three days p'er month working with thfe 
site board of directors., J'' ' ^ . - ' ■-■ - 

• ■ ' ' ■ ' X ' • • " ■ ■ ■ ' g_ . ■ . r ...... 

The average, sized day care' advisory .board; was sixteen 
members with' a range of 'three to c?*orty rfiembers . ,Nineteen boards 

iJiad elected' of fleers , four teen .had : an executive |»oard, and 75% 
used subcommittees to carry, out thWi'r' work, .. All but one of the 
twenty one boards, surveyed had a .ciiairman, ';75% -ofvthem had. a; 
secretary and ' slightly more than h§lf of them had'.a .vice-chairman 
and treasurer. About half the boards^ appointed their own ■ ' . . .', 
members *and about 1/3 elected the^ir .member^ and accepted volunteers, 
Parents^ were ^usually the voters at 'board ^elections , but a few .. 
boards voted on their members. When the board, members were" 
appointet^, i"t, was usually by the chaifrtan of the board, the vice- , 

~chai-rm3n^or~-by....C(^r.tain board members. . ' 

Volunteers . ^ ' — • - - — 

, ~ r-" : , • > ' 

' -Most of the sites used volunteers either regularly or 
.oc.OGs.ionally . Most o^f the volunteers were women between 21 and> ' 
35 years old. The next ' highest, percentage" of ' substitutes were 
women under 21. The third "largest -group representated among, 
thej volunteers were men Ipetween^21 and 35... Slightly^less th^n ' 
half of . the operators who used, vbl'unteers" said there were no 
dis^dA^aintages to using- them-. Those, that identified some*" 
disadvantages specif ied 't^at. volunteers ."need' training > they 
upset the. staff , 'they get-in the. way. and want to' do tilings theit 
own way. "Less frequently , -operators, said they sometimes have . 
problems with volunteers 'who "ignore instruct ions , -mess up-the 
schedule, upset the 'children and up set the parents". Some of . 
the'Jother problems operators hrad with voluntee/rs .j.nclude.d : "hp ' 
continuity ... they /lack, the ^bility to control .and to keep the" ' 
children' s interest . '^/■■.have' problems-when the children and;, the 
volunteers are -f elat ives .". . undependable . . .too many personal problems 
don't know .if they should correct.' ti^m on minor things... not as 
dependable. -as the paid- staff ... they are available when they want " . 
to be. . .problem, in ensuring regularity and consistency for chil- 
dren... it is a problem when th^y have to brTmg in one of their 
.younger children who' demands' their attent;.3n". » ' 

Most of the directors, however, s a i(fl that volunteers were 
.a. help to the staff and to the children and said their most, 
important contribution was 1 ighteni'ng the staff load . , " ^ 
•- •• < - ' ' ^ 

Some of their other tcontribut ions ihciuded: . "meeting specific 
needs like those of handicapped children ... bringing ^n special 



tadcn:, absent in thv3 . staff ... helping the staff to-provide indi- 
vidual attention.^ .helping with transportation. . .providing new ■ 
idqasj. , . and providing goc^ ways' to get mothers fahiliar with 
the program'*^ ' . , * * ■ 

, Prom the day car.Q' staff's point of vie^v?, voluntefers,-were a 
hoip jto the, staff a^^d the children. Only a few- of «the staff 
inembcjrs Interviewed feit that ■ the volunteer-a-.did not ' always 
Jio-.yp-.j Lightening the staff load seemed to be' the volunteei^s' 
most important" contribution . A little more than' half of the 
day care'sttifC' felt that there were*di*sadva'ntages to using 
volunteers. ■ ^ 



Sonic' staff felt that t^ie greatest disadvantage was that 
volunteers needed trainingr'^ecause* they "wanted to do things 
their 1 o.wn way, messed/ up ■ the schedule, upset ■ the children 
and tlie staff... got in the js^ay . and. upset the parents".- A 
.number of the day..ca/i-G staff said^that volunteers were not. 
clepeniiable b^caurjc? l/hey -were' not paid, pther staff members 
felt -that vblunt,oer/s did not fit in easily and that they cftikd 
not- know the children, that they h^d "different attitude^'' 
-fronr't'We 'staff an^ that it was difficult to. coordinate the 
volunteers work. 



* But many Sc/id/ that one of the* greatest advantages af 
■havini^ voluntee^Sr/was --that they provided freish ideas and'were 
stimujLating . ^ome, volunteers were* considered to be good 
gubst^.tutes wj/ien a staff member was sick. - Volunteers also -provided 
t£^ah-sportatlon , were able jto work with spefcial • problem^hildren , 
got other pcnrents- involved as volunteers and ' helped reffftcc the ' ■ 
childpadui^ ratio which .enabled staff to work with smaller groups 
of childr 



FAP as a Parent 'Employm^ent Factor 

^ Reaardless of all other considerations of the-VAp pretest, 
the fundamentpfl q\iestion remained: Were' FAP ■ eligible pardnbs > 
either working or in training for ■ employment beqause child care 
^service was- available to them? j; -. | 

The eighty eight parents Interviewed had a 'tobal' of 022 
-children. Thirteen of:\ho*se wetSt 16 .ydars of age or* older and 
210 of them wera day: care age. Of that number, 133 were 'enrolled 
•in;the sites surveyed,- Two parents said ' they had' a babV'sitter-i 
at hpme for. their other children, five fs^ id relatives c^r' 1 
neighbors were -liabysitting and the restii 6f the parents said tHciir 
other \children were . scnuul , too^ youn;i^ for day care," lived.' |- 
somewhere els^', or were disabled and liying' in__a^_j-^ec ial ho^.^e..... 

V. ^ About 8L;|^of„ihe^-pari2n'es"'ilTterview|^^ had enroUred - thei'r 
cliiJLdren-;becai;i^e i:r-y were working. RoUghly lOl of >them were 
participating in- a training program andli another 8% s'aid they 

' had enrolled tieir " chil^jiren in the progtam because tKey "*felt - ' 
their children would' benefit from the day care activibi'^s" 

• The remaining parents .had enrolled thei!-- children because they 
were looking for work, .were , part-time students, or'so\the^ 
mother I'fcould have time ' for hferself" \ " 

- • ' ' *■ • ii ■ ' . \ ■ ■". 

About.;?0% of the parents said -they work edf becau&elthey - 
- needed the money". — Some nf. th^' mothers 'said they werd bored 
at\Tiome , > wanted to make friends or wanted some time awr?Y ' from. 
the children. Fifty , four percent of thk mothers said tHey ■ ■ 
would rather jvork- while' the rest, said tfiey preferred to \stay ^ ■ ^ 
at home; Of the parents interviewed," 56% were rftarried . \ The ' ' 
others were either divorced widowed , separated -or s'inale . ^ 
^ Not all . the. parents who worked because ' ' ■■ 
were single' heads of . households . ' 



hey heeded the\ mdn^y 



Aboiit; 45% .of the parents interviewed had been wc-king, at - ^ 
therr- -present 'jobs from -four to nine months . Another largfe 9.) 
(35%) percentage of parents had been woiki^ng * at their present' \ 
:]obs for more than Z years. The- remainder had been working .\» 
anywhere from one month to 'a little more ■ than a year' at their 
present . , jobs^ . Fifty three percent of the- parents were \ > : 

employed before they enrolled theirj. chiidren'.and. nearly ii8% \of ■ - 
*"9v.se had u^ed a day. care service before. = • • i\ - - 

About 30%. of the" working . parents ' olDtained their jobs - thAoJgh ' 
a. government program and.40% of those named' -FAP.- -The others \ * 
said they obtained their jobs-,through such, agehcies as r-'V WIN/. • 
Mainstream, the Department of Social .Welfare , the Emfilo'yTrient ' 
•Service,- fiead Start, the VermontVCivi\l Service and the State 
Police. If any of- these jobs were a ;result''of ' FAP referrals,. 
,,the parents interviewed did nofknow that.' Emplpyed-- parents 
- . •■ - - - , - ;■ ' . \ ■ . ■ ' 



• -^ate^orT^^^ r^'^'^f-^-'^-^ They 'namedfforiy- four cH^^ 

worker, and Spl^Jf sdnie of' th^' n ' f^^^rtaries,, factory 
■ itiGat wrlppsr/rbrofe'ssor "f,,*^^^ "^'^^^.^^tegori^s included 
.att^endant, shipping clerk' boautvVr^"^^" '"/•i^"'^" ' gas , station . ■ 
-assistant, school leachpr' ^^f^''^ """^^^ ' .research 

doli..ate.ien maSgerairbal^Sf ""^^ 

V nu,.so'^nl?4'^^ofked-f%n°n'^ <^'H.e ' entire year an'd-ia small ' 

" any ^mS^JiJe'tSS'we'^e'te^ 
tra•i^I^"^=^T"=^^' triynJ^fS^I^ recaivL"\"Lt"!I|x ^ - ■ 
S n ff^^ and we?.1Seing ". ■ : 

outreach workers *MLtorthrt^."'" ^"'^ ^^^"".^'^ parenthood 
but a few employers plidLr^t tnn'"^r^?"'^ %. the .government 
organization, Ind a'day care cen^er^i The Planned^Pgrenthood . 

.parents didn't knpw wL wat SJing f oFiP' Ab*t;:^"'"?A 

--^.interviewed 30% 'r. ^"^^2^-^^^ : " the t\me they were 

. MostAaf.th^m' expected the trainfL ^ ! ?^",training \1-12 weeks. 

■»oBid get jobs/ <M,.f,3^.S2 »g,J*fr^tS>sy.-?».«<^ 



would get jobs. Onlv thre^^ nf . t-h«,^ "pi '>'.vuw .j.r nney \ 

■ not expect to .be ^'emp^bved iLt^' 11^ '^^^^^^^-^ ^^^^ ^^ey did : 
■t^get'^included : -'SSls Sde "-L^^e 3 obs the 'parents expi^e'd 

m^: --^^'^'^^^^^^ tichni^i- :nf - 



^numbe?'of It^'f^J^Iel'S^'lK^^ f 4 ' 

Thirteen sitSs^ di^no^ * Programs . [ 

pating^L%"'tra?nfng°prSgr:n,^"^TS'ot"iit ^ P^^^^^^ 
one>family.and>ten-siLs^.^alc«if^ ^^ 4-"=* ' V 

»>Kite-^- e^ fe;^^- t^ - • 

. ^ nty four sxtes had,' f amxUes, participatiS^ in,the FAP Manpower 



site . ^ 



■ A 



^ - 211 - 

'A 

■, Expferimenf and D^monttr drier, (.E and D)-,Project. .Seventeen ° 
^ . sites had_WlN. motliers using ^heir day care servw-cos , four ' 
siLtes had CAMPS^parer.ts, two. sites had New Careers parents 
m'^^u^*'.^ ■'?^'^°P''"''^°"''3^"=tream parents -and four sites 'had 
Neighborhood Youth Corps mothers using their day c«re. se°vi cS ' 
■ v.! > L^,^.^ ''^^"^ ^"i' P^?ents Who were employed and re- " 

usina tho^; ^^^^"'^^'''^i^ ="es . had at least onL-ANFC tami^? 
..using the day care services. Fourteen operators did not know 
. If they had aMfc families. The number of ANFC familie-; 
served rang.ed^ from 1-7 families per site with an average of-. 
2.. 3 families per site, 'V i. y.. 

" • ■ Nearly, ojie half of the parents.-inter'viewed said they did 

^. P'^V ^ f^e the day care service', buf only .six cJf thoso 

. specifically identified FAP or Title IV-A as. a source of 

■ orcash'nr"" '° '^^'^e ''donations" ' 
of cash -on regular basis. Six fee paying parents said they 
also contril^uted goods and services to' the program. , . 

f " '^.oi^W.. appear, then, thal^^ parents were workina or in 
t.ainmg because day care services were avJiLb?e t6 them 
iZ^'^ one Of -the Eighty eight parents int/^'iewel were no\ 
employed before they ,enj:ol-lec3 their childlen in day care 
Fourteen of the forty one represent singlJ heads of 
^?rof°ih ("™f„^^i^°' separated,- divorced/or widowed). NeVlv ' 
fnnL- """^ parents went to woJ«' because they needed - 

' preferred tT^"-^' the fourteen singl^ads of household aLo 
■• ' w ^ Th^-?!^ven split;<?etween working ..and staying- at 

- ■ hlT£ oTthlT "^^T '"5^ forty'onev About"^ 

half of .them said ,they went toyfork because, they needed the 

• ^"k ^°^]-^ - ^^P^-^^^'-^'^'^^T^r^^ -the others preferred to stay ■■ 

theJr^hild "f ^^'^ °f the forty one had"^ 

■ care i?te" they- were enrolled at./the present 

.. About half of. the parents interviewed said they were wori-ina 

■ or m training because, day care was made available to them n "s- 
interesting to note, however, that according^ to the Mathematica' 

■ ^rrL'S?--^"''^' the. children .0-14 years in Vermont 
(60,548) are from "baseline p.opulation!.: -families (i.e., pliqible 

, or potentially/ nearly eligible for FAP benefit^) and -32 'e? ' 
" these -"baseline" children (19,744) „are in families actually 

. ■ eligible, .for FAP. 15% of these. FAP eligible children -(2 960) 

^would have. parents who would b^ required to a^:cept preparation .*or 
employment and/or- employment -tcreceive FAP benefits. Yet' the FAP 
pretest, planners allocated enough^.'niQney for only 437 full-time ■ 
. . children and 501 p^t-tirae or beioM'.and after school child-en 

The PAP pretest allocations, -then; "were aimed at supporting"oniy ' 
15% of the potential full-ti,ne. children and .17% of the part-time 
ehildren^or 32%. -of the total FAP -Day Cafe Eligible population. 

1/ ' Mathematica , Uoiume V, Appendix E,^asel ine Survey.' ~. ~ 
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Funding ^for Vermorit' s day care pretest^ in FY 197.1 nnd FY 1972 
came Iroh four different federal sourc^es ^ since the Family- . 
Assistance Plan legislation proposed by the President had not ' ' 
passed into law. 1/ ^ HEW-FAP planners in ' Washington obtained 
■ the use of 5RS funds appropriated under Sections lliol/. and 
lllsl/ to meetv administrative* and planning costs of the Vermont 
FAP. pretest and'" some of that money was allocate^d to the 
clevelopment of a FAP child care. system: The\ federal Office 
of Economic Opportunity becanie a third source of funds when it 
transferred $1,034,330. to HEW for provisir i of day care services 
f.o FAP eligible children, during the Vermont p3;'etest 

In July, 1972, after work o?!jJ)t.hG FAP. pretest'' had started, - 
^Vernvont's .state legislature autho^^ized $125,000*. to provide 
the state's 25% share of child care costs funded under Title IV-A 
of the Social Security Act5./, Vermont's fourth source of federal ^ 
funds. Because ^Title IV-A was open-ended, requiring only that-* '•^ 

L JL .. t °J^JL . P.r.o gjr^ra„c ojs t„i3 e-^-s h a r ed--b^a— s to t e-,'i:hi-^r"lraiTdlTig : 
came to have .an identity and signXf ican^L of its own. As 
.Vermont ' s . program" evolved , children were^^entif i^d* c's "IV-A" 
b.r "FAP" Cfu-nded) and some confdicts deveRiped over d,i. f f erences ■ 
in. jrei»bur semen t .levels. Proposed FAP legislation originally ,|||f^ ■ 
speci/ied $3 0,00. per week per child v;hile Title IV-A reimbursed 
prov^^ers at the rate of $24 .00 per child per week. 5,/ VJiien the 
j^oke of battle-cleared, FAP hacS] been revised downv;ard to $24.00 
where it remained ur^ti 1 March of 1972. when the- rate was increased 
to $28.: 00. * ' 1 

These.^-eimburSement rates and their administrative f e,-isibility 
were especi^ly^ important because of the eNperimentaL'natu.re' of the 

17 See Glossary for F^^P legislation. T ~~ ^ 

2/ Section 1110 ■ "Cooperative ^Research or. Demonstration Projects" 
"d^eral. Provisions" Soc ia3< Security .Act , Title XI A.. ^ ■ 

/3/ Sectiph 1115 "Demonstratioji Pro jects" So cial Security' Act, Title XI 

\- - / 

1/. See Figure 1, "Program Component Funaing of Veimont FAP . ' • 
Protest: FY 1570-71," p. 120, 

« - . ■ ' ' 

5^/ See Glossary for a description of Title IV^A. ^. « 

£/ At the same time, child ©are* programs in Vermont provided , 
reimbursements which ranged from $20. to, $32. or more, adding- - 
fuel to the flame. ; * -o 

.. . : ■ ., . ; : - ■ 
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program. In f act , rate schedules and elig ibilitry criteria received 

■ inore attention than ;any'thing else, dominating the Operations Plan, 
the FAP : Interim Guidelines and Operating Procedures and most of 

■ the^ mentor and a and other documents related to the pretest. As • / 
the LICI>- iavestigation drew to a qlose in May , 1972 , . Vermont . • 
nev;spapers reported angry meetings between state officials and 
representatives of 4-C and day care provid'ers- who objected tg 
projected budget .cuts plus the transfer of 900 additional children 
from the Welfar,e Department's rolls to day care, and their appar- 
arent inability to influence these decisions. As the day care " * 
pretest nearcd the close of its second year, state official^ 
announced that 'all Title IV-A matching funds (?5%)' would be' 
expected to come from local communities (through 4 -C -activities^ 
rather than, only- 12 1/2% whioh had been mat'ched by 12 1/2%. from 
the* state's general fund. 1 

State officials were also worried about financing a statewide 
day care., program without the special funds-^ "Which had been made 
available for the FAP pretest. At a meeting with 4-C representa- 
tives and day care opjerators on May 3; 197-2*, Secretary of Hurpan 
■Services, William Cowles, explained the prbblem. ■ ' 

; . ■ * .. , v 

He /sard it" is now certain that Family 

^ Assistance Plan funds, which jwill funnel 

J ^ J $960 , OOP in f-n the Dn^^r^jzs^^^^.^A--4-nn~-f-t-rr : ■ 

" fiscal 1973, will end Jhly 1 , 1974 ,. 

affecting almost half of the children • - . 

now served in the progreim.- ■ , . " 

. . ' Predicting that; the Congressional '* » 
welfare reform package will not pass. this* 
year, which. Day Care planners had. been ' "\ 
. *■ . relying on to continue FAP funding ^beyond^ ' ..; 

1974-, Cowles' said it means the.^^state - 
will have to .come up with $300,000 in ■ 
Title 4-A matching funds jjor fiscal year 
' , ^ 1974. 2/ ■ , ' ■ 

' • These state 'level issues reflected realistic concern for 
resource problems, but equally important expenditure issue? ^ ,'. 
^ound= at the operating level seemed to be ignored.' 

«v .While substantial-* time and' effort were spent on establishing 
and enforcing /compliance with the rate schipdules, LICD data 
show, that "cohsiderably less att»ention wag. given to expenditure ■ > 
and accountability matters. With few exceptions, most state . 
and 4-C per sonnel shared one characteristic in* common--the 

1/ . Monsarrat , *Nick , "Day Care Centers to Get Less Money,; Wore * |" * 
■ /Kids",. Rutland Da-i^ly Herald , May .4" 1972. See Appendix. R-1 
for full reprint.:^ 

2/ .Ifaid'. ' . ' . ' 
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inability to provide accurate revenue" "'and expend itupe/ figures 
upon ♦'equest. The following .desc'riptiqn of /LICD findings, 
reflects t^hat phenomena arid ijicludes financial information 
obtained' at interviews. ■ i] / «' ^ 

■°' • - ■■ 1 ^ 

Most of the 4-C leaders were not able to provide detailed 
information about their income and expenditures. Each 4"-C 
maintained, sepatcite ^records ' for FAP, Title* IV-A, and Parent 
Fees, but "most ■ of theih had no record cif their d'ay ckre sites' . 
income or expenditures,, even though many said thft |the. sites ' 
were "losing money" and needed more funds. ^ • ■ : , 

Site Revenue 

Over half of the day care. operators interviev;ed s^id they 
did not know how much money they received each yeaj: from the ■ 
following ■ sources : piarent fees, FAP reimbursement. Title.' IV-A 

'reimbursement. Head Start, dopa ted .cash , goods or seryices, 

•or the food program. • 



Based on fibres from the remaining^ 22 operators, the following 
ranges are indicative of the amounts received by source; • .■ - 



Source 



i Range 



Number- of sites responding 



Fa rent bees v» 


$1 ,500 


- 519,200 


00 


.(16) 








4. 

FAP Reimbursement ; o 


$ 


768 


- $96,000 


00 


(13) 


(2 


rec;eived 


none) 


Title IV-A . • • • 


$ 


174 


- $36,774 


00 


-(14). 


(1 


received 


none) 


Head Start " ' " 


."$ ■ 


750 


- $g4^0.00 


00 


(3) 


(6 


received 


none) 


Donated cash V . 


$ 


V 50 


~ $10,546 


.00 


(12). 


<2 


received 


none) 


■ Donated spaceV 




1.585 


$12^000 


.00 


(-9) 


(3 


received 


none) 


Donated goods3^/ 




100 


- $1.2,000. 


0.0 


(9) 


(2 


received 


none) 


Donated services4/ 




100 


'8,000 


.00 


(12) 


(2 


received 


<none) 


Food Program r 


$1 ,100 


~ $ 7; 200 
i 


.00 


(uV 


(2 


received 


noue). 


Other (e.g . Matching) 


$ . 


25^0 


- $ 4,680 


.00 ' 


(4) 









1/ 8. received tiridei^$l , 000 . 00 . ^ 
3 re ceiv ed bety^en $r,006*-:$5.,000 
. 1 ?>g^eT^^T*--$*lf, 54 6.00 



3/ .61 less than $1 ,.000.00 
3\$2,000.00+ . 



^A. 2 below $1 ,000 
" 5 . $l-^000-$5 ,000 
■2 $9,000-$12 ,000 . 

4/ 3 under $1 ,000*.00 . 
5 $1 ,*200-$2,000.00 
4 $3,000-$8",000.00 



X ■ 



\ 
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Sit e Cx perlc^ it. ures ' .. \ . •" .■ 

The same group provided the following informat ion about 



'Item * 




Rang 


e , 


Average 


No. of sites 












responding 


Persdnnel 


$1,500'- 


133 ,000/00 


$28 ,545. 00 


■ , 2Z 


Space 




375 - 


' 7,200.00 


2 ,458 .00. 




Furniture _ 


$ 


. 150 - 


' 1,800.00 


475.0P 


11 . 


Equipment . ■• 


f 


100 - 


" 3 > 000.00 


1,780.00 


>• 

19 • 


Supplies 


$ 


25 - 


10;539;00 


■ 1,296.00 


■ 1.8 ■ 


transportation 


■ $ 


40 - 


8 ,400.00' 


'1,607.00 


12 


Te I'ephone ,^ 


$ 


60 - 


■6 ,0(^0.00 


55'6..00 


18 


Pririting 




35 - 


500 . OOi 


159.00 


.• 6- 


Other : Food 


7 8;o - 


. 5,400.,00 


3-, 226. 00- 


5 


■.Utilities 




•30(j - 


1 ,500.00 


800. 'OQ 


-* 3 


• ■ .Insurance 




100 


. 800.00 


f 450*.0O 


■4 


•Audit \ 






500.00 


' 50^*00 


2 



\ ■ < 



\ 'About 1// \o,.f the advisory board members interviewed said they^ 
kniew wUat the d'ay cajpe site's annual income was. from all sources 
but only 1/3 of\them knew how ';7iuch was spent each' year and - /' 
seemec' more- knowledgeable about personnel costs than any • 
others . i . • 

Most of the 'day care operators had' notireceived any seed ' „ . 
gropitS'. i^/' The nine operators 'who had, received them, they said, 
from "OCD." , V'FAP" lor "the' 4-C" . -To those interviewed ; the fii'st 
seed money was grc^nted in September o^, \9li for $2 ,500 . 00 . .The" 
largest grant was for $6,7^34. and the smallest amount was $1,600. I 
Th^ average amount received « was $2 , 635. 00. In order to receive 
the grant, one operator "simply produced the bills and added 
three rooms V . Most "had to meet licensing requirements" . 

Employe Compensation 

.■ ^ ■ 

, The average gross annual salary for state employees surveyed 
was- $10,755„00 and ranged" f^^pm $3 ,900: -to $23 , 000. n .Nearly all 

' 17 See Glossary for descrif^t^on of Seed- Grant^ . , . • 
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the sfa.te. people were full time classified employees. Most' of 
them said they; received the following job benefits: ■ Paid 
vacations, paid holidays sick p'ay and insurance; som? 
received compensatory time, off in lieu of overtime, and some - 
received retirement, and workman ' s ■ compensation . 

More than half of the Day Carfe operators interviewed received 
salary^ but fifteen said they, did not -and five said they were not 
sure.l/ .The average gross annup.l salary" reported was $-5,460.00 
■and ranged from $1,920. to $8,000. The average take home! pay was 
$31.6. 'go per month wdth A range of $88 .00 to $548 .00. Fowfr than 
half of the * operators' receiviu paid holidays, sick pay," s/iti paid 
vacations. Only eight received insurance, a few' others received 
social security benef its workman *s compensation, and/or free 
child care. . . 



Most of the day care operators (about 60%) . supervised paid 
employees . In those sites with paid staff, there were a total of 
211 Employees inaddition to the operators. Only 2/3 of the other 
employees received ■ extra job benefits, such as paid holidays, 
paid vacations, and sick pay and only a few' received insurance, 
workmar|'s compensation, social . security or free "child care. 

following table presents a composite picture of conunonly . 
~lTerd'"'pos'rt ions. The da-ta oeiow was~olDtainect trom tnirty sites 
wlych had staff.' The average staff size was seven and ranged 
from 1~32;.* (See Appendix M) ^ ■ 



Position 



Range^ 



Average , . No. of Employees 



Cook . .■ 


$1,920. 


$4,660 . 


$3,565- 


14. ■ 






"Teacher or 
"Assistant . Teacher ' 


2,600 


- V'5,500 


4,376 


■ ' . 31 






"Co-Directors. ' V 


2 ;o6P ' 


^ "'2,968 


2,200 




it; 




Secretary/Bookkeeper 


■ ■ 780;. 


- iJi,160 ' 


■2,4.43 • 


3' - . 






.Janitor , 




1.248/:, 




1- - 






'!^des ' ■ 


. 2., 08 0 


- 5,000" 

. ■ f 


■■ *3,547 


32 »' 






Nutse/Teapher 




"7,80Q.^;;;: 




1 






*.<■■♦ 4 




^ ■ \ '. ■.- • 
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profnt and loss records which may' account for this response. 
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* .''The avet^age gross weekly salary of the day care staff was 
$68.6'0 or -$3 , 532 . 00 a year. Day i,. Care staff -salaries ranged from 
$3.00 y to $166,50 per week. 

Many staff jTi_emiSers expressed, concern over the fact that 
th.e salaries^^tttey received were not adequate for the long hours* . 
spent at the site each day, ^or example, one cook said that 
she cOlald be paid only for 30 of the 60. hours she" worked each 
week. 2/ The , average .take ifome salary ..of the day care staf-f was- 
$57,21* One staff member was payang off a loan and toc^l'; nothing, 
home* 



Based ori' the mean average, State officials were earning 
about, twice aW ntuch as thp "day care . operators , even eliminating 
tJiose operators who did not receive -a salary. State people 
earned about three times aS' much as the day bare ■ staff s .V 
About 50% of the State employees -were men while 90-95% of 'the 
day care operators- and staffs were women. : Even though most of ., 
the s ta te'^empl~oyDes""h"'aa'"pa ia*"\/"a^^^ 

pay apd insurance, fewer than- half of the' day care ^operator's and 
about 2/3 of their staffs received the. same benefits'. , 

Billing Procedure . • , . 

Most of the state employees interviewed' indicated that 
_yieix_a55may-.^Jiad_iiev-elop<5d-^ " 



orderly fashion with billing, expenditures or budgeting. 

50% of these employees said they h^d participate'd in 
developing the procedures . Two of the state officials said 
their agency had hot developed financial 'procedures , and four 
did not know. V 
. -# .• ■ .• - • . 

Most of "the State Officials, said. they" di'd not .haye any 
problems with ^he monthly billing or payment procedures and a 
few had soipfC. problems- vith them "occasionally ThooC who said 
they had pitblems were 'key- figures in the day c^re financial- 
system and some of their -comments werd significantly revealing: 

-.^ Ufa ' going- in about 6 different directions. . 
Theb^e is no uniformity. . .Before the oca 1 
4-05-- we had problems ... If the 4-C. is late , 
the whole schedule falls behind and vendors 
are paid late ... People do a very good. job' 
in general. . .Generally the information is ''^ . i ^ 

not correct . . .The delays^ are -due to nev; 
people who don't' know the procedure. . ..Things 
r.re improving with time... Have heard about' 

Some ^employees worked only an ^hour or two per week. 
2J -See Appendix M ^ 
3;/ See Appendix ?-H2 and Appendix M-3. , " 
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t\}c. problems with billing taking "so much V- 
time;;. . .The. bill ij-irj qomefe in late from the 
/ ; 4-Cs.. .Some are incorrect and others are ■ ■ 
I • -cor;t-.3nuously incorrect The procedure ^ 

deve loped, is not being used,' it would work 
95?: if- it was used as written ... Things have' ' 
improved, since all the 4-Cs have one contract • 
• • ' Since December ,1971. . .On,e person had to approve* 

payments to ■ individual homes , -thinks'- now they 
• • come from the 4-Cs— not sure . . . In the^egin- - 
nmg the Federal money "was late and the staff' 
was just starting. ..Claims come in late' after 
the 5th of the month,.. . it takes- one month to 
. . proces.s for . the payin<^nt. . .the income and 

. , expenditure report is generally incomplete.:. 
Incomplete filing- by partici pants ... Sojnefimc-v; 
/ . th.o data is late from the field. V 

i^^CD- interviewers received varied responses to. how thc- 
4-C handled -bills from vendors. Basically; most 4-Cs ^ ^ 
prepared .a summary report . from all the bills' received Tho re- 
port was then -sent to the; state, which sent the reimburseirienL ' 
money back to the 4-C in one lump-sum check. The 4-C then 
determine(i the amount of eaCh site's reimbursement check based 
on the site's bill. A 4,-C record was made and the checks" usually 
were mailed, but sometimes hand delivered when ' the ' 4-C knew thatV^"^' 
a«-<>pe«-tcr— n^edBd-trhe-Tnon'ey^TH^^ ■ ■; : '~ — 



\ 



The only -deviation f rom ,this process occurred in^6He-4-C " 
When It had advanced money to -an operator f rem .tho"^ 4~e^'S 
administrative fundiJ. This loan arrangement "Wiped nieit a . 
crisis until. the state reimbursement check caife' through : Two' 
4-C leaders. stated that they sent the bills directly to the 
state, without- preparing a summary report; In the majority of - 

: the 4-Cs, the Director was respbnsible for this process. 
Rutland 4-C was the single . exception .. It u^ed the above des- ^ 
cribed system fo^r Ti^le IV-A. money, but for FAP moneyVthe ' 
Rutland 4-C determined the amount to be received by each...site , ^ 
recorded information and mailed the checks . when -tha , 4-'c" ' * 

received the bills from the vendor. The director ,-ind -a" second 

.authorized person from>the executive frommittoe signed all checks- 
The director did not sign the payroll" checks to avoid signing ' 
her own. Two member.s of the executive committee signed' the 
payroll. . " / ' 



/ 



, Only- the Rutland director made a distinction between the 
procedure for Title IV-A money and FAP money. Perlraps the other 
4-C leaders were including both -FAP and Title IV-A' in thg pro- ' 
cedure they described. Also., the Rutland 4-C -director was t^he 
.only one who explained in detail" how she understood that . the 
Title IV-A matching funds reimbursement system worked: (1) 4-c 
director approvt^d the bill,. v>rote a check for X/2% of .'^the total 
reimbursement and "sent it to the OCD finance officer.'. The.^ - 
state then returned the money to Rutland in orid lump' sum. \he''''' 
>^4-C then made out checks to the operators,. The sum of. the -. '■''^^^-'^i^- 
checy.s'rwas usually eight times the -amount originally^.sent lii '.S-'? I 
by the site. -(That is,- the state and federal governm^Kt ' ma tcheH/J^.V ^ 
1/ . See Chapter 4 Controls for related det-ails. . 



the local funds which had been raised .oV donated by the community 
according to ' the Title.^IV-A formula , ) What the other 4-Cs diej 
with Title. IV-A' was not clear from their accounU^w, cilthough one 
4-C chairjperson casually mentioned that Title ly-A funds came, 
in a lump sum witli FA'P mont^y. ThccRutiand- 4.-C Con..:. i t;. toe had ; 
received a " direct-.^rant" tso'test out financial manacjer.ion t X 
at the local level. The 0^3-3 ective here was to. test a locally 
controlled financial system with- the 4-C Committee rc.spons i.ble 
■for banking its money, de^termining eligibility, approving . 
paymejits and ipaking ■ disburse'ments The objective 'was to f acili- 
tate 'the whole 4--C poten-tial by building more local autonomy 
into an. area .4-C,. ^ , . ■ • \ 

One 4rC .leader felt there 'were no • problems with thv' billjnq 
procedure because the^ had' developed their own systenv to fill 
the vacuum of no formalized procedure'. This area 4~C leader ,. 
s.aid they had eliminated 'all the problems. Another- 4 •'C did not 
know if there were problems because they had only . been throuah. 
. th^ billing, procedu^re once.* Other 4-Cs -identified problems- with 
the billing, procedure, OCD guidelines, the centers, and the 
ap\ount of time iny.6lved in reimbursing the operators. 

LICP investigatoBs were -told that t he OCD billi ng reg ular- 

iH'i5'n~s"^eT^constant£y~War^ ATEKough some -.of the '^change s 

seemed to help, , the leaders ; sai^d," it was time-consuming to relea^n 
and- readjust. piiTodedures. to accommodate ' to' continual changes.' 
For example, the guidelines did not establish a. stable ;method 
of when and how bills were' to be prepared, they said. 

■An important* issue was phrased as a question:' Should balls 
be prepared oyer the last week-erid^of the month in -order to . 
ge.t an accurate record; of the child ' s attendance or sho.uld bills' 
be prepared during the last-week of the month, and should they 
include an. estimate of '-the child.* s attendance for the remaining 
days and - authority to readjust the bill for the next month if ' 
the; estimate was incorrect? Apparently, this issue remained 
unresolv*=»d . - ' .* . - . ^ 

One' 4-C leader questioned , variations in the billing 
perio'd. ' Two 4-C leaders stated that the procedure itself was . 
complicated .and time, consuming with so many forms to be. signed, 
taking time -aWay -from more "meaningful " activities . Other. 
4-Cs complained that the "operators make many computational 
errors or don • t provide the correct information;' and that some 
sites werp lax -about turning bills in' on time.' | 

Most^pf the day. care operators interviewed had developed \ 
procedures\for dealing in an orderly fashion :with billing" but \ 



hM??n^^''''^i'"°^^ had -procedures said most of the " 

... help^ in developiny them had come from the area 4-C committee 

jWhen the billing system was, first started , OCD and the 
4-Cs iprovided most of the assistance . Some .received help 
from;another-^ite director. About -30% of th(^ operators thought 
the explanation they received was.pUzzling ai\d not useful 
According to about two thirds of. the day care directors, they 
did not have any problems with the monthly billing procedure 
but the rest had problems oofcasionally . The following comments 
were made to explain .the. pH^blems : ' 

., There ■ are constant changes in 'the guidelines 
that^.j^o one understands, .including the 4-C. . . 
^ The local centffer directors informally confer- 
, to interpret the guidelines . ..The- implications 

/sic) of the bookkeeping is really eligibility 
of children. . .leads to uncertainty and backlash 
to the child service, • whichymay be- inheri^nt 
• to ^ pilot service, 'but it is hard on the 
>^ " " children. . .It is hard, getting the bill in on 
time because the director considers- it 
unpleasant activity sees it. as a bookkeeper's 
job. .^It ' s= a problem having enough time to do ^ 
\^ it... The proct-^ures change. ^. many - small .questions 
I -not considered .' n the. proced.ure . . ^ the procedure . ' . 
! assumes incomes Jo-.npt change - and, .that ' hours o? ' 

' ■ employment are constant ... the 'changes in 
' prbcedures" and policies are confusing ..*. past 
\ rate changes; are on a day Vs notice with an ' 

inadequate description between, full-time arid 
■ ' - part-time childreri: . . proble'm with reserved 

space billing (a hew procedure) ...very'slow 
.getting funds ... sometim.es last minute hang-' 
ups that we are nb^ - informed about until too 
. . la-ce and then the 'check comes too late... the 
forms a.2;e too confusing, have to go over them 
i with the parerfts and it is a problem. .. income 
verification methods have not been • defined .. . 
problems .with; ^the'= reimbursement coming late.!, 
budget problem, do; not have enough money to' 
■! pay the bills.. » The forms, are not sent out " ' ■ 
, every month- //so it is hard to remember when we . 
sent in the.' last- biJl. ' ., 

Time"Factor s X/ . • 



checks more than a month later. Sites said they received re- 
iml3ufsement in less than a week. . Three of those six were in 
the Rutland 4-C area' and two we::e in the Windsor 4-.C arjra which often 
reimbursed the .sites out .of a barik account and v;as lat^'r- reim- • 
bursed when the state, payments arjcived. The third site came 
u-nder the. Lamoille -4-0 jurisdiction. .One operator said that it 
took from 30 to 95 days to receive, paymen-f and another operator 
received payments automatically eV^ry week^ ' The day care oper- 
ators who also had^ Head Start?, FAP and IV-A children in the 
North .East Kingdom* did' not send their bills to the 4-C but to 
OCC^A which also received the payments since those centers did not 
hancyle their own budgets. . 

~ / The .most serious .t^roblem'- the ^-Gs seemed to have with the 
billing time was not With late payments but rather with the 
length of time which elapsed between the submission of the bill . 
by the operator and the receipt of reimburse.ment at the site. 
According to the system, this time lag seemed unavoidable . A 
-number of 4-Cs', however, said they wouad prefer having a direct 
grant to reduce the time lag. It is .our. understanding^ howeverv 
that Rutland's direct grant contract model was not considered 
successful, would not be renewed and was- not expected to be 
replicated elsewhere in- Vermont ... .J'his direct grant, originally 
s'chedu led* "to expire, in May, j^as extended to June 30) 19 7 2. • 

When the' payment was late, most operators either "-'list " 
waited" or "did 'nothing" or "borrowed money . " Six operators 1 
' said they "hound, ask, hassle, badger or track it down" with 
the 4-C or SOCD. In the Northeast . Kiagdom the only way* the centers, 
knew when the payment; was late was when the' center's bills were not 
paid. ■ All- of which' raised' some interesting procedural questions.-: 

Why did some sites wait so long to receive their pa^onents? , 
Were* they consistently reporting incorrectly? , If' so, .why hadn't 
the state or °4-C investigated the problem and helped the sites 
improve their reports?' If the state 'or 4-C's €id provide such 
assistance why did the problem continue? 

Basic problems with* the billing procedure seemed to flow from- 
(a) reimbursement/payment time delays., , (b). inadequate understanding 
of the 'billing procedure and forms', (c ) inadequate technical assis- 
tance and. (d)" .constantly changing forms and procedures. 

■. In this situation, an operational internal evaluation, system ' . 
might have readily located, and identified the problem areas so ; 
• that remedial action could have been taken/ .. 
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Time Factorfefin Billing and R(/imbiir,sement 

'Vermont FAP Day Care Pretest , ■ 
r^ercentage of Bills and Payments by 'Monthly Cycle.' 
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g udgeb Control 

LICD findings pointed to the fact that no one 'peT^on' 
.in th?? j-tate had a total firiancial oVeryiew of day^care revenue 
and ■ e>.pe;idi tures.i Payments were approved wit-hou.t reference to ' 
contractual allocations and. any LICD'-reguest for ■financial data " 
uniformly" set off a" search through record s'tJia't were not designed" 
'for; ready retrieval . *The only exception to . this "-occurred in the 
'VD.e^5artment 'Of Education's special food service . pf-ogi^^'aniiwhere, the 
account 'clerk *who ' handled the day care food budget kept accurate 
up-date(^.. re. ords cirid' easily i5esp9nded to all requests for*.ihform- 
ation. Vlt.should *be notQd here that the reVenue ^nd expenditure 
charts for-, fiscal years 1971. and 19721/ were prepared for this 
report by.LICD staff 'who pieced the information • together from * 
various sources with special help from . the SOCD Business Manager. 

■ ^i?'^ FAP Interim Guidelines , the state ' ivnposeiT a dduh;Le 
entry, .bookkeeping system on_ the_^M-Cs and^' the. day care sites^ 

^;^Siiice OCD had .givoTS 'ITt'tXe"" formal training t:<^ the.-4-C 
Commi-ttees or. tho site staffs on double-entry bookkeeping, a / . 

mumljAjjr of 4-C* leader s mentioned, the ..struggLe „to keep "proper 

. bpo>is . " A few comt:)J-ain(^d- bitter l^i about the 'imposition-'Of ■ ■ 
thisTregwirement and' OCD ' s lack^ of follow-ifp. assistance^ One 

. 4-C Director '.j^>^lctter of rvesiq^^-liaon, included_ the? following <■ ■ . 
coirjnent; "Lar^M of , f ilsda'l responsiiDility giyen to 4-Cs ^ 

with, little ttJjcnnical" assistance". My secretary-booi^keeper and • 
1 have been ' stumbling', f or " a .year ' now, due to a detailed 

' system imposed on us- hs well a% lay pepple -rosn Centers doing 
bookkeeping-/ asking" for input, receive 'a feW* minutes he:5;e and 
theret-. . ^Recently asked for this T.A^". from an OCD program* 
develo'prtf ■ {now termed technical assistant) to do fiscal- moni- 
toring /f pur Center* books informed by her. that my secretary- ^/ 
bookte6pT2r and I. should monitor these booksl-"'.?, •. " , • / . 

^ In Section 'III' of • the Vermont -Sta^te ^' 4-C- Man-ual , one of^._, j 
tne explicit objectives was to "simplify fiscal- and review 
procedures."* In fae't, .ttie iiianual urged the .4 -C§ "wherever - , 
possible, (to) follow the accounting methods beipcj used by 
the participating agencies . "-^There* were no reasons given' 
•for the. imposition of the con^Slicated double ent-fy bookkeeping 
system', -which seemed tq conjiradict^ tjie 'manual*' s-*. objefctives . * ^■ 

Thi^ majority pf the , 4 -C '.leaders .s5id they knew when 
the sites had applied for, ; were waiting to. receive*, .or rer 
• ceived money through Jihp ::.routine 4-C reimburbem^nt payment- 
. ..control . system". One "4 -C. ^h'a'd^^a routine information, system to 
provide til is information; foffd 4.-C'. Pro ject Director depended.', ' 
on telephone calls, and -^^hearsay. " Another 4-C indicated that 
the" bills were sent, directly to the.' state, and when the. money 
was returned from the, state, the-- 4 -C. determined the- 'amount to 
be paid each ?vte", made a record and mail,ed-out the. ch<5cks. 
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Four 4-Cs did hot maintain records 6f the day cam sites' 
budgets and ox^^^i^ditures'. The othcj/ four which did maintaii/ 
such rocords feed expenditure reports received from the- day 
care operators and biUj5_ in the 4-C file. Three 4-Cs recoived 
. a copy of the site's annua*i- audit . One 4-C required all " its 
operators to Use ..the. same auditor and this was accoinpl ishod 
with some difficulty.^ In- another>4"C , the centers, wore 
u n w 1 ]| 

^^P^% release budget ii;if orm^tion . State 4-C Manual. 
^^sjiJjte^:,_^e clear^gfc'.dance provided in: the Vermont's ,v , 

^^PrS^yo"^^^^ financial management system d^id r^ot include thc^e ■ 
"^^^^"^ elements ^and focused primarily on eTigibility criteria' and 
■ re)^ibursement rates. ■ LICD found no evidence that the 4-Cb fiscaT 
reporting was satisfying all participating agencies, that cost? 
"'^^fv^i^'"^- compared bn^an equivalent basis, or that donors or 
purcKifjJ^rs of. services were beinig inrormed as to v;hat Vhoy N^ere 
receiving- for- their money. p% 

Allocation s ys . Costs. . ' ■ ' 

L^^ifSCnff indings; verified that resource 'allocations wpre based oii 
timated costfs of cer^taiA* categor-: cal ei^pendj tures and coifed 
not be correlated with .actual costs describe^^- -in the d'-^'ca. The 
following list iridluc^es cost factors which ^Jre^not accounted for 
-. . in Vermont's &inancial planning for the day**'c:are sy'stem: 

/ -. p overhead administrative costs of pro\fT:d?h^Stit^ 
day care food '^rogram by the Departme^-^^ of 
Education- and-'the^. State Purchasing Division-, 
■ • Agency of Administration . ' * * ^ 

o overhead 'adminis.trative Josts" of processing ' ' , 

day care bills and payments by the. Finance 
Department and State Treasury-^ 

, ' o . o.verhead administrative costs of providing legal 

services iri the of f ice . of 'the Attorney General.' ' ^ 

. o overhead administrative costs of supervising 
0 . the day care. program by the Agency of Human 

Services", ' « ' ' ■ ^ ■ . * 

.o Contributions of people; places and things where 
the equivalent dollar value could, have been 
comp^ited to arrive at a^ "real" cost of doing 
business . • 

According to the F»Y.'71 HEW-Vermont contract, FAP 
allocated $834\330;00 for purchase of child care services' 
over a ten-month ' period -for 437 full-time spaces and 501 
before and after school spaceis at an annual cost of $1 , 600 , ; 
per child full-time and $600.00 before and aftej^chopl. ' • ^ 

At that annual cost., the weekly rate ' pex full-time child was 
^ $30.77../- Title IV-A monies were to be . used " 'to purchase day. 
car%^ .services for ^2 5 children at an annual cost of $1,248 
pd^.'ch'ild (-$24. 00 per week per child) and beforehand after 
school services- for 200 children at $600.00 per child, 




IS ftotdlec 



226 



Title IV-A allocatjoiis iotaled $780,000.00. The total number 
of full-time spaces available under Title IV-A and FAF V/as 
i,06i2. The total .nui^er. of FAP and Title IV-A fcefore and 
?ifter school space-c was .701. ^ ' ' 

Vermont * s ■ reimbursement rate was first set at $24 . 00 per week 
Der child and not revised upward to $28.00 until March, 1972. 

' yf^\e Vermont-HtW contract dicf not ■ take . into consideration, 
the $9.00 difference be'tween the Head Start reimbursement rate 

, and the. FAP and Title 'IV-A child care service 'rate . As a re- 
sult, in^ the centers where all three types "of eligible children 

• participated the .problem of - proviJing equals child care services 
still existed in major proportion. The North'east Kingdom Head 
Start, was.-, losing mpney in its, attempt td equalize the quality, of 

. day care services i.:; As a result, there was the possibility of 
closing all the d^y ca'fe centers. .The outcome, however, was 
a reduction in. thB'^day care ®perat6i:s^' 'salary _ifor one month to 
compensate for^Head Start*having^ to sulDsidiz-e .tho. FAP and Title « 
IV-A children:''- ' .j" 

When interviewed by LI CD staff, eight center directors 
said their weekly cost per child averaged $30.00. Six other 
center directors and two hopie operators costs averag[ed $24 . 00 
•:o $30.00 per wee.k per child. -/^ 

■ * 

six other operators of day ca're^homes (including satellite, 
jroup homes and Caretakers) said\ their costs averaged between 
?1,6.00 and $23.00 per week per child' while eight additional 
idme operators said their costs ran between $10.00 and^TS. OOj- 

About 1/4 of the operators said trhey did not know what '.their 
;osts were. As stated earlier , tl\ese estimates did--not . include 
ihe-.costs of donated services, foocl and money frorji private* ^ 
.ndiv^iduals , public^ and privatp agencies or profession^al persons. 

^or did they include overiiead administrative costs of the agencies 
ind personnel invplved ^n' providing (^irect services to the i' . . - 
:hildreh. \^ . ' ' ' 

Comparative Data * » ^ * . ^ . 

At this point, Xt niay be of intere^st to recapitulate some of 
:he. day care. cost data .from other studies. In Day Care t Resources 
cor Decxsions jL/ a weekly cost, of $3,^.42 ^per child in each* type 
of facility emerged from a cost analysis which'^comparBd Home Car,€^ 
ind: a Center .for sixty children.. Using r.imulajted data, this.-^mount 
Included rent, salaries, fringe 'benefits , ^administrative costs \ . 
.\nd food. Annualized ceriter salaries ranged from $5,000.00 to \ 
?12,000.00. Home care salaries ranged from $5,000.00 tcD $11 , 000 . 00 . 

• . . V ■ \ 

Kir^schner'^ national survey of the Parent-Child Center \ 
ProgramV included the statement th-at day care -cost figures "...dc^ 



-7 1/ Grotberg , Edith, Editor', Day care! Re'sources for Decisions , \ ^ 
Jvine,^^a971, p. 436, 'funded by the Office of Economic Opportunity. 

. . • ■ ^ '. ' \ 

2/ Kirschner^JVssociate^ Inc?. ,'^ Review .and .Summary of the Parent-Chiil d 
" Center. Progpram ,'' March , *t97 0 ; Progress Report #16, funded py \ 
OCD-D/HEW. • X ' ' ' •■ ' ■ \ " 





not^ take into consideration other voluntary resources or 
services contributed by the community" {p. 31) and noted that 
'the cost of federal administration ot the programs was not 
included in the centers' costs. The Kirschner .report contained 
a weekly per child cost of $4 2 .00. 

Another study ^entftled^ "A Guide to Determining Costs ofi 
a Child Day Care Center" was prepared by Connecticut's State 
Planning Council # Child Day Care Task Force. Published in 
December 1970, the documents listed 18 "cost items Involved 
'inr Establishing and Operating" Day Care Centers" (p. -3). While 
this list included such di.sparat^g: items as staff .development , 
linens, parent-center activity fund and. food , it did jiot mention 
health, transportation or adiuinistrative costs-or other 
nec9;P'sary supportive servic^es. 

In a' center which-. . . " ' ' * 

o .meets all Federal Interagency program 
^ u requirements, J 
.* o' services one group of l5 three-year ^ 

old children and 
o is open 10 1/2 hours'' per day : (for 
example- 7:15 a.m. - 5:45 p.m.); 
^ov 5 days per week; 52 weeks per. year, and * 
o ^provides full guality programming... 

tfie first year star .-up and- operating costs 
are $50 per week pgr dhild; ^the. second year 
operating costs approximate $4 8 per v/eek 
per child. Certain cost items, however, vary 
widely (e.g., space .rental , iit-surance, 
y>-««w util ities) ^ depending on geographic location 
• ' and/or type' 'and could be les.r expensive' 

accordingly.. Also, the cpeirating cost does 

hot reflect any " income . such as fees. that 

might be charged and collected for tne day 

care services. By using existing resources, 

dual capacity personnel, and volunteers, 

and by increasing size of operation, actual 

operating costs on a pel child ba3is can be» 

further reduced. i/ ' . . 

Gilbert Steiner's interesting ' analysis of the costs of day 
care2/ rests qh the assumption that tenters aro the vehi^cle to 
provide service. " . ^ 

17 A Guide to Determining Costs of a Child Day Care Center , by 
the State of Connecticut ,- State Planning Council, Child Care 
Task Force", Hartford , Connecticut , December 1970. 

2/ Steiner, 'filbert The State of Welfare , The Brpokings 
Institution ,. Washington, O. C. p. 65. .» . 



* / f -ho District of Columbia's day 

His descriptive ovalu^ion of the Distract ^^^^.^ welfare 

Care Requirements. _ * 

^ /.The national Capital Area fild Oay.Gare 

■ /. Association- estimat..s costs^a^^^^^ 

/ $2,400.00 per c^ildi/ per t^^ty I 

Its-standard budget for a^thxr_y.^^^^. 

center exceeds ^'^Ir". pffect reductions, 
■ budget examiners mxg^t^effect.^^ ^^^^^^ 
,but they cannot be consequ ^^^.^^^^y 
the pupil- -ach|r "t.o^i^^^ f igures 

are "n=^ealisticaliy lo ^^^^ ^ 

_„. for a thirty-child ceni^er 

• come by at $7,300.00. . 

■ ■ It these per. child costs^^^^^^^^^^^ ' 

= are are'' projected nationally , 



A. 



care are projected natiu^»...,^^^ ~ 
$28.00. FAP/IV\^A rates. 

'Fees/Rates/Cos^^ ^ . 

^•""^ ^^^^ K h 4 C leaders' responses to our 

qnme real confusion are described in . 

■ in^airiel ^b-t fees r t a^cos^^^^^^^^^^ 
Figure 6 which lefiects L^^f ^ 
Vermont -4-0. areas^* / _ ■ . 




■ =-^^-r^ — ^x^-fj7pS^F^ek per child 

^7 — ThTTl^ovnTbe $4b.00 per 

2/. Steiner, Op.- cit . p. 68 



'Figure 6 
Fees/Rates/Costs by A-C Area 
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The wide* .variations in 4-C responses were also evident in data 
from day care operators who seemed either confused about the whole 
subject of reimbursement or resigned to do the best they. could 
with whatever they could .get. 



Over- 50% of the day care operators interviewed did *not know 
the established FAP/IV-A weekly rate per child for d^v/c&re 
services. Those who said they did know gave a.varietjy of different 
rates for each category. About half of the directors said that the 
rate for FAP was $28.00. Other comments included: .'"$28 for pre- 
school, and $24 for day care or school age children. .. $28 for a ■ 
full' time .child and $24 for a part tim.e child $15 to $24*'. 
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Whe^ asked to describe the qiajorj issues and problems with 
the Fee-Rate Schedules, 4-C' leaders aaid .sites are not 
meeting operating costs . . . at^the present funding . level , we . can 
only talk- about custodial day care^'-^-Y^^ child develoj^ment . .day 
c*are 'centers '■ bookkeeping is poor, th'ey don't know .how to bud- 
get or buy equipment . ; .we can ' t go on letting -Head Start 
absorb 'the cost of FAP' and IV-A chil<!iren. . .too much paper work 
for 'the 4-C .. .best people are ^administrators ; would like to 
eliminate rubber stamping function -fee computation procedure 
altogether from the 4'-C...need defintitions to interpret regula- 
tions ... operators are losing money can ' t offar decent • 
salaries 'to trained and experienced people in child develop- 
meni><^. .can't even pay federal minimum wages. . . the^ people who * 
^ are working are housewives who' want a .little extra money, or. 

new idealistic college^ graduates .. .good pecmle. are not being* 
•paid enough ... there is a rapid turnover of ^taff"and low c 
morale C: - . . ^ 

■ ' ■ . a . ' ■ * iV 

m \ « # 

However, ,;nost 4-C leaders did not know what portion of the^. 
reimbursement received by. each site w^nt into ancilJ.ary services, 
.nor did they have any specific data on site inbome or expenditures. 

Two fi-C leaders stated that the PolJ^cy Ccj/minittee estab- 
lished'a weekly day care rate- per child ^for child 'services in 
their area.- Others quoted the^ of f'icial statc^ rate as the 4-C *• v 
rate. Instances were cited where'ithe . fee schedule was— cxeatlng " 
a I hardship on families. One leader said it Was "...unfa'ii: to 
judge a person's ability to pay baseclon his income (pn paper. 
a' more equitable way would be to use Mental/ Health ' s f<^ sche- 
dule based. on the amount a person paid in Waxes after deductions." 

All the 4-C leaders knew the state set the fee-rate^ sche- 
dule. Only three felt^they had participatf^d in the rate 
setting decision, - through meetings withiOGD. Two leaders" said 
..the rates w^te set in October, 1971> otheiis, said February 19*72, 
an.d another said ''about a year ago." Several of the 4-C \ . 
leaders were notified' of the rates from a /memo and a meeting 
with SOCD. One 4-C director .said that sji(2 had heard of the memo 
but had to. request a copy . Onp other .dire :.tor said there had 
been no notification at air, while anothec; learned aboui? the 



"rates by reading "the state ' s FAP ^ Interim 



Guidelines manual. 



1/ 



The 4-C leaders interviewee! suggested the followinq 
changes in the Fj^e-Rate Schedules: ■■ " . .'.should .be' raised tb 
$32. 00 . . . need definition, qf those getting assistance" from 
ANFC ... need ' training seminars in bookkeeping with trained 
accountarit. . .eliminate parent declaration forms for parents 

. * •• • I ' . • \\ ■ : 

'TT'^ gAP^Interim Guideline's- and Operating Procedures -^Aug. 1971 
SOCD, Vermont * . - »' \, 



whose fees'^^ave been /waived. .. fees should be calculated qn 
basis of family size. and income, irrespective of .the number 
^o.f children recei\^ng day care services ... the cost of 
administering the parent fee system could exceed the amount 
of money obtained ^^n fees... would like, to . hjve an easy 
refi^rence 'Chart calculating cind-Gomputinc^ -.all the 'if. .h then' 
situations on the present* fee-rate schedule." 

'/■'** 
Day Care Advisory Boards 

A majority of the - advisory board members said that the 
'state set the weekly rate schedule for day care sites. Others 
said the rate had been set by the the board or t^e da^^ 

care operator.* About half, of the"- board mentbers said that the 
board partidipated JLn the decision;* These quoted a variety 
of figures ranging from $2.00 a day per child to $32,00 for 
FAP. Most of the board members Isaid that the established 
rate was $24 or $28 and most of them said that the rates were 
set in)i971 or 1972, but a few said, they had beeii -se.t in 1969 
or 197,0. 

/Most of the site board members seated* that the amount of. 
the /fees and rates were not adequate to meet the operat.ing 
expenses of the site and commented: .» . 

' y ■ ' ''(I ' * ' . ■ " 

No profit^ made , adequate implies some money 
/ .is made beyond expenses for reinvestment, ' 

/ to. replace and expandv.,The cost is about , 

$-30.00 per week per- 'child. . ,A mother whose 
chil'd isn't on State aid cannot afford . ./ 

$15.-25. A mother pays $20 . 00 for two 
children but the actual Cost is $60.00. 
The deficit is Suffered by the Board who 
pays scholarships .The director says the 
rerimbur semen t is not adequate because of 
the hours .the centei is open.-,. no, biit 
we get by ... transportation in inadequate... 
the fees and* rates are too little -for the 
number of children here and also for .the 
. nur^ber of hours worked . . .not meeting ^ 
\operating ejcpens^es without federal help.^,. 
' \3fficially the fees and rates are adequate 
but subterfiage makes it so. . .yes, -the fees 
are adequate -but everyone works ■ for $2 . 00 - 
>-■-. p^V hour and makes it possible .'. .Even* if / 

all\ the children were reimbursed at $33.00 , ..^ 
the\center would bfe. just making, it... the ■ - . 

'fees\ are adequate if -the number of .children 

is consistent but this fluctuates . • 

\ ? / ^ ■ • * ■ 

.■ . 

Most of the advisory board members interviewed , ' however , • 
did nob.^know how, much the average weekly day care, cost per 
child -Wa-H at their sites ahd those who knew said, it was 
between ^'24 and^ $28 and a few said more than $30. 



/ 
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Parent Fees 



I, "Ih 



For those, parents interviewed, IBhe average parent fee 
was $10.63 per week and. ranged from $3.00 to $30.00. Of the 
eighty nine interviev/ed , a total of 39 parents paicf fees. 
Eitjht parents paid between $20 - $30, twelve parents paid. 
$12 - $15; nine paid $5'- $,9. 50;' and ten parents paid between f 
$3 and $4. • / - • . 

/Five parents donated their time as volunteers to pay fot 
the day care service. Other parents donated food, toys, 
equipmerft, and suppl.ies.^ A number of other , parents donated 
$3 -'$5 pdr we^k *;ating°this was their contribution- to the local 
match funds. Other parents donated $5, $13_^ ^33 .or $5-1 per 
month." One parent donated ^$60 annually. 



Parent Income 



^Twenty-.- f ive percent of the parents iritervie;wed grossed, 
less'than $75 per'week'but 50% of thfe parent^ too^home less.- 
than $75 pet week. -About half the parents* grossed 'between 
$75 arid $99 per week but only 1/3 of the parents took home 
that amount'. About 1/4 of the parent^ ^earned a gross salary 
between $100 .and $125 per week but only 1% of the parents 
said they took home that amount. Only 1/8 of .the parents 
earneci a gross weekly salary of more than $12^.00. Only:cy 
couple of . the parents, took $125.00 fiome each week.y There 
were 37 families with two working parents and 60% of these 
earned a "combined weekly salarjr of '^more tjian $125.00.. The 
next highest p^er/centcfge of two working parentsj eaimed a 
combined:^ Salary between $100.00 and $125.00 p^r w^k. 

■ ** . ■ » 
Twenty two of the parents receiv-ed additional' income from 
the government and half of those received welfare * payments, 
ranging from $65.00 to $335.00 '"per moAth. Four of 'these 
received ANFC- in amounts which ranged from $ 62 . 00 to $138 . 00 
per month;. . Ihjs. othl^rs received pa^rments from WIN, FAP,. the 
GI B ill Child Care, .Social Security, Food Stamps or, the 
. National Guard. Payments ranged; from " $ 30 . QO ' with FAP" • t 
"$400.00 per month with Child C^re"". 
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. TV^eniiy. three parent^had a combined salary of more^ than 
'$»125 .00 per week ,. and eight parents were paying between $20.0.0 
and $30.00 p^r week for day^ care. Ihere were nine parents with 
a combined salary between $*100*00 and ^12,5.00 per vjeek and 
* twelve parents paid between $12.00 and $ 1 5 . 00 ' f pr day care 

services , each week. - " * 

■ • ' ,. , ' . 

• ' ■ 

^- Most of the parents paid for the ■ sery ice- io cash- "^nd a'<, 

few paid by check About half paid weekl^ and 25%* paid monthly. 

Ihe rest paid either, bi-weekly or daily ^ as the children 

-attended. - " ■ . ' . • * 



\ - ■' ■ 
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I^aok of Money ' r ■ 

Most of the operators said there were things that could not ' • 

be done at the si^te because of insufficient money. Given more 
money, most of them said they would purchase play and other ^; ' •". 
equipment, supplies and. health services-especially dental , . " 

services. About half said they needed' transportation , » - • • ■ . 

skilled staff and he.alth services. A smal^3~.numbei/ of 
operators named a^need for more space and ihore food services. 
One operator wanted to raise' staff salaries and' another wanted 

to hire more staff. '. • ' ^ ■ 

Most of the day care staff interviewed agreed .there were 
things at their site, that could not be done because ther.e was 
not enaugh money. They said they wouTd purchase equipment and . ' .c 
sujjpli'es, and then health services and skilled staff, in that' 

Qrder. ' • . 

_ . . . ■ ^ . . \ ; 

Ihe parents also iiidicatecT that they would like the site, 
to haye more materials and equipment arid more' health and dental 
care.'x^ ■ , " ' , ' . , 

During an LICD visif to a pilot site during the summer of ■ ' ." 
1971,- an operator had pointed out that the tables , chairs and 0 . 

c.ishes thab the day cate ■ children were «sing would ' all have to ... ■ 

be retuifned to Head Start the "following week when that program 
resumed, and she didn't- know' where to obtain additional - 9. 
furnitjjre or equipment for the day care^ children. ' • ^ 

Olie probleri! of shortages ■ rea'ched a larger audience . when , - . " 

on May 3, 1972, SOCD ' staff ■' held the ' previously described^ ' . ■ ' ■ '""""^^ - ' 

•meeting with sixty day care operators and 4-C administrators, \ • ; 

which ■\:as cover edj by* the news media. 1./ 



Summary 



The. most: controversial day care issue i still unresolved 



as* this study drew to a close , was''-projected allocation of \ ■• ' . . -iM / 

limited funds for a .day .care program that was^growing faster . . -'^'^' ' 

than it could be managed. .Ironically/ although more elfiphasis ■ . * • 

had been placed on the control ^nd allocation of mpney than ' n 

fji any other, single element- of the FAP day care pretest i.^ ' • 
erieral dissatisfaction with fiscax .policies and procedures 
was widespread and could be traced to the' following factor s 



I 



<i/ Appendix R-l . •■ i * ' 

2/ Vis-a-yis eligibility ■ requirement s ,. child-staff -ratios , fee/ 
l.rate schedules and hilling .and- reimbursement .procedures ^ 



1. In a system which stressed uniformity ■ of reimbursement 
rates and eligibility standards , vthere was no attempt to . 
standardize costs. balary levels* fluctuated from no compensation 
for some day care operators to substantial ' salaries for 
administrative personnel. Costs varied from. .site to site 
and 4-C to 4--C- and seemed to have little or no relation to 
the sums of -money allocated to them, "t 

/ 2. \ Constantly changing and compiicated billing procedure's 

and inadequate teChnica-1- cissistance created, ticne delays for 
the operators who did not always ' understand the changes and 
submitted incorrect or inadequate information. Some sites- 
consisterjitly billed as late as three or Tour months after the 
fact because, they said,' they'd "forgotten" to include one 
or two children in a previous bill. 

. 3. Lack of^^agree^ upon understanding of t'erm^ such as 
full-time and part-time led to confusion- and conflict , despite 
the development of state definitions in an c^ttempt.to resolve 
the issue., 

4. .While complaints were uniformly heard about deficiencies 
due to lack of^ money, a $40,00.0.00 surplus accumulated at the, 
top during FY, *72 and generated controversy over whether it 

, should, bo returned to the State's general fund or used to meet 
day care costs. . ^. 

5. Some sites found it necessary to obtain " bank, loans or 
to borrow money from 4-C or personal sources in order, to pay 
their hills when, reimbursement checks were late. . This hand- 
to-mouth style of operation seemed to characterize Vermont's day 
care program and, as macH as anything, reflected the absence 

of a "system" to get the job ^done-. Day- care providers operated 
on a week to week basis. and only the larger centers with 
multiple funding sources had some form of annualized budgets. 

) ' 6, Even- though FAP and Title IV-A rates were integrated 
^ at the state level, each program continued to be administered 
'independently because of differences in day care eligibility, 
billing and acco.unting requirements. Therefore, program 
integration, at the 4-C or site levels was an unreali'stic 
expectation of state .and federal decision-makers . - 

.7. Day care providers were expected to maintain a double 
entry bookkeeping" system which would -accurately reflect all 
transactions by finding source. In pr^actice, few operators 
'understood this requirement and, with' some exceptions (such, 
"as'the large centers) kept relatively few financial .records . 

8: Although the FAP' day .care pretest object'ive was *. 
•provision of child care for. FAP eligible families ,\there. was 
no evidence that employers .made financial' contributions to 
support the program. . * 



9. There was no one individual or unit of state government 
which exercised budget .control over day care expenditures, a"- 
glarj£ig deficiency in a federally funded state-operated program. 
•Even at-- the 4-C level, there were no regular updated records of 
site, budgets , reimbursements or expenditure^^,, although a few 
4-C leaders attempted to maintain some records of bills for • 
reimbursement. ' • . , 

10. Some sites and 4-Cs affected cost savings through 
central or joint 'purchasing, leven though there was no statewide 
system to increase the ' benefits of such effort^. 

11. The major problem with ancillary servi;:es was inade- 
quate funding. A • number of large and small centers were 
running deficits due to a low reimbursement rate whicli- didn ' t - 
cover certain supportive services, . 

The problem/was further complicated- when FAP and IV-A 
rates did not match the Head St^-yrt . rates . As" a result, operators 
..either did 'mot provide eqUal- d^' -care .services , or*" they ran 
ap deficit^ trying to subsidize the FAP/IV-A children. 
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\ . •■ ■ . CONTROLS 




Vc^rmont day care-providers were /expected to comply witll federal' 
and state regulations and requirements despite the absence of 'an 
.inf orination system and^^the lacklof a clearly defined deiiver>^ 
system. Only th'4 state licensing process could be sharpl^^ 
. identified as aitangibr© control mechanism. 

Throu'^h a varie'ty of documeVits , an attempt was m. 

■ iinpose, controls vertically from federal to state,, and 
area 4~C org'anizat*lons and to , day care sites. ■ 

1 In order to evaluate , this aspect of Vermont*' s day care 
operations, LICD staff investigated six obvious' areas of 
control: r" , - ^ ■ • 

o *■■ .' ■ ' " . 

IfAP and Title^ IV A- rules, as enunciated 
in the HEVJ/Verinont Contract , " the 

■ . Operations Plan , the FAP Interim. ' \ w ^ 

Guidelines and Operating Procedure s 'aild' 
other related federal and state ^, . . 

■ .' documents; ^ ^ [ ^. 

Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements ; 

Vermiont "state licensing policies . arid * 
■ procedures; ' . . ] 

/ Vermont^^day care contracts compl iance ; . '« 

■ , . .Vermont day care budget • control ; and 

' : Vermont day care program quality control. ■ ,' . 

Since the exercise of control or enforcement ,rjests upon .the 
assumption -that +:he rules are known "and understood ,Vwe asked' 
that question in diiferent ways of all persons^ involved in day 
care operations, enforcers and complies at every level..' 
Fifteen, of the state off icxals interviewed said thc;y had a , copy 
of the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements , .nine did -not; 
and two did ..not know v.'hether they had one or . not.. Twelve of 
•the interviev/ees said they l^nderstG6d how , to 'comply with them,' 
six did net. Only eleven of the officia3,s said they Were ex- 
pected, to comply'with the': FIADCR .- Two the of f ic'ials who saic> 

■ .they w^re expected to cogaply with the regulations also said they 

did not .understand how comply. with them, despite their long- 
term invo-lvement, in the FAP day care pretest. Two other 
officials said they did. not know if they. were expected to comply 
with them*, anyway. *, • ^ ° . . . ^ 




• ^---^ . . - 238 - " . i? ; ' ■ 

Most of the statQ officials interviewed had copiies of the ' 
Vermont. Licensing Regulations ' the Interim Guidelines' and 
Operating Procedures and the 4-0 Guidelines .- Soverail .state 
off ici'als. also mentioned other regulations in tfieir files, 
including .Title IV A Guidelines / the' State IV A Plan r the ■ 
standards for " caretaker (unlicensed) homes, . a rough dr^ff .of 
new revised licensing regulations and copies of relevant ^ 
legislation. Only two interviewees .said they did not have 
copies of any regulations' at all. . Sevente'bn of the state ' '' 
o.fficialG said they understood how to complyj with -/^hese ^ 
regulations ;■■ four did not and bn^ wasn't sureT Se\/entet2n said 
they were expected to ,camply with them, two said they '.were not 
expected -to comply- and tiiree said^ they- did not knov;.. Two of ' 
the. officials who . said they were expected to comjply with the 
.^regulations" also, said' they did hot understand how to do' so. - At 
the day; care; site level, most of- the. day care, .operators said 
they had a - copy of the Vermotit Day Care Licensing^ -Regulations ' 
..two thir^ds had the Interim^Guidelines and Operating Procedure ' ' 
.■and ^bout half o^ them h^d the 4-'C regulations . Most of. the 
'pperators said'"they understood how to- comply with ,the reg.ula- 
tioos ^nd were expected' to comply with .them.;; 

Only about . one/ haifi^ of the directors had. .a^copy of the 
Federal Interetttency Mr Care Re'qu-irements , ■ bu t mo s t of them 
said they understood v^gn and w6re' ex'pected^ ,tb. comgly with'' them. 
Most of; the advisory .board /members surveyed*- said they had a ^ 
responsibility to. help their site ' oper&t6x > comply with' the .'.day 
care regulations by providing personal- assistance; informally .■ 
Seven , of them said they help;ed by transmitting, state'^and 'f*ederal 
regulations to their, operators and six^ said iihey^evalbal^ed 
I^rograin activities arid .admini'strajtive "operations. 'A few others 
■said they also -helped to' tran'smit ' instructions ^from the 4-C * 

• Committee to the operators. •' ^ » ' ■ ^' \ \ -.' ^ . .■ 

' . • , . ^ ' CHILD-ADULT RATIOS ■ / .. ^ 

.Vermont's FAP d'ay care pretest, emphasized^ twcr major -areas 
of. control, moneys and* child-adult ratios.^ 'Of 'these, the- lattet-* 
bfecame the. most important* element drawn from the Federal Inter- ' 
. agency 'Day *Care Requireme^nts . .- '\ ^ ° .....»• . ^ 

Mdlre of thie state dffi^cials kh'ew the child* -adult* require- - 
ments in the* FIADCR. and .in ; th§ 'Vermont day car.e licensing 
requirements than' they* did tJiose in 'the Vermont ^Interim Guide- ' 
lines and Operating ProceJures. Two of f icials said they kne.w 
.of exceptions that had ' been \permitted to th'e.'-federai or state ■ 
child-adult ratio,*' fiv.e kriew bf no exceptibns and eight Aid .not 
know .if exception^ -were permitted . Twelve ^off icials said' tliey 

* did not 'Wan,-b ^o make any changes* in the ratio requirements, and 
two sati.d "they .did not know if they wanted ,to* make any changes./ - 
Three gffi/Dials of fered: the foxlov^ing commentiii: 
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Why should the ratio be the same during 
all portions of i:he day when the children's 
activities vary, such as eating vs. , napping? .. . 
The Federal Standards should be clearer... 
The state standards should take into consid^ 

' »ji experience and tr:aining of the 
staff. . .The regulations heed definition ano 
clarif .'cation for teenagers. 

■ 

Throe considered 1:5 a wgr^able child -.adult ratico. Ten other 
officials commented that a workable, child-adult ratio depends. ■ 
on the^age., of the c.hi].'dren. .... 

■ Other im_portant- considerations were mentioned as y;aving 
impact on a workable cliild-adult ratio. These included: size 
of the facility /qua Vi-.fiiations and experience of staff and . 
charaj::t:eri*3itics lof t})G children {i'e. health status, language 
or speech problems ,..'^disabili tie sy'"T?Tc. ) ' One person said that no 
child under two years/ of ^age should be enrolled at a center. 

At the site level, most- of ^the operators were aware of the 
child-adult ratio requirement's in, the Vermont Day Care licensing 
^ — r-e^ul-atrion-s-"dtid-7aboU:tf' halt* .of them were aware of the ratio 
^^requirements in the . F i;-iDCR and the Vermont Interim Day ..Care 
A^ Guidelines and Operating Procedures . About half the operators ^ 



did not kno' 
fe3era.l and itat'e chL 
them s'aid j^at .the A 
always a 
know If/^here 
- Stat ex^<?hp. id -adult rat 
Options .were perm 



if the ■ area 4rC enf orcecl . compliance with the. 

^Id-adiilt ratios \ChMe aboiit one third of 
C did enf oj^cc- compliance^ "by checking and 
questi<l)ns . " AboiA half the. operators- did not 
were any ^exceptions permitt(?d to "the federal or 
ios and only four said t-hay knew that 
tt^d", and they explained:" . » 
« . « , , 

did not have enough moi^y for staff 



One cente] 

so they ^hacl an improp-^r i^atio . ^: One*" lady was 
granted a ^Mcense for .two more' children because 
'her ^wn .children , in the 6th and 7th grades 
I, ^ were waived from the number of children in 

the center ..The State licensing ^r^egulations ; 
J for- a day care home will- allow for' ten 
^ * children under special circumstances if 

^approved 6v the licensi.ng^^dep'artment . 

On.l.y 10 direcJ;oi?«-«i<f]^nted. to make changes in the' child-adult 
ratios. Their reasons . included,:^. 

It is better to care/ fo);: a>^w adequately 
instc>ad of taking on too many l^hildren - 
'ratio shoulcj be set depending upon age, 
.maturity and special problems ratS^r than 
a. fiat number across the board.".. ea^ 
situation must be treated indiv.iduall^ 
it. should be 1:10*. .',I*d like to . see "moJ 



\ 
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adults per children> children need more) b t 
they won't pay you enough to get more... 
regulations are too stringent for the amount ' 
. of fund^ avai'lable ... child-adult 'ratios 
should be based on the number of adT^lts 
• .working directly with kid.s, not the number 
of adults at the site ... funding levels arc • • 

too low to. keep a good adult ratio ... for 
children undejr two, 1:4 is a .better ratio, 
especiall-y irt .a large group* 

Most of the operators consid.ered 1:5 a workable ratio. About 
24% of the directors thought 1:8 or 1:10 was a workable child- 
adult ratio, however most of them 'qu^ified their ansvjers with 
the following : ■ . ■ 
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Aveiraqe out some kids 1 : 5 , 1 ; 10 , 1 : 12 
for varying age groups at the s^te. .. ' - 
1;5 appli^Gs to . 4 year olds at least 
1:6 for 4-5 year olds, 1:7 for kinder- 
^: - garten and.ltS Lor 6-10 year^olds... ■ ' , _^ 

depends on the age of the children^.. [ 
need more adults working directly . v^th 
the children to allow for mqre prog^ram 
' flexibility at nap time not so- many 
adults are needed 1 : 4 , I could handle 
four bufi need help. to. work with 5 or ' ' 

6 children. . . 1 : 2 , because*" Itids nowadays , 
■-• • really need help... need ratio for 

decent program in order to provide more . ^^-^ 

bilan custodial care. ..1:5 is .about what 
•^ ■ an adult can handle. . . I would \ requ ire * ■ 
' ^ enough staff to supervise ^11 area's... ^ 
. want to *make sure j^child-adult contact^ is ■ 

high. .. ratios are good for safety... c . v 
can't do ^Thy.thing very constructive with ' \ 
more than 5 children ... this ratio a!Ulows f 
. for staff to be fteed u*p to give one ctiild ^ • 

attention v;hen he or she needs it. ' 

, • v;hon^day care site board members were asked,, about adult- 
. child 'ratios, most of them said they were aware of the ratio 
requirements in the Vermont Day Care • Licens ing Regulatiqns- and 
'the - Federal Interagency Day ^Ca^/e Regg dr. elnent-s . Only about half 
of the board^nrembers were awar^'"~of " tli'e' t^ermont Interim Day- Care 
Guidelines and Operating Procedures . 

<-• "Most of the board members said they helped .the site.. 
■diroct(>'r cpmply with the federal and state child-adult f^'tios , ■ 
primarily by '.authorizing .salarias for additional staTf. Other ' 
board members yolunteere^d bheir time or arranged for other 
v^^inteers to'-feeet the f^tio requirements. One board member 
sfca Pressure was exerted by the board on the director to hire 
spmi^^ore staff^ to'- meet- the requirement. 



Most of the Soard members- said they knew that there werc: 
no exceptions permitted, and those who saJ.d they were aware of 
exceptions "'indicated that those wern unofficial and informal. 
For example, durii^ >a crisis, such as staff, illness, or ""when a 
staff member's baby sitter does not show up and'' she brings Her 
other children to work wiih her". Two of the feoard' members said 
they were currently considering changes in the .child-adult f. 
ratio. One board was hiring another staff person and another was 
■recruiting additional volunteer^s f rom the ranks of eJderly , 
♦retired persons. ',Three , other board members commented that it 
was "nolt their plape to change the ratios" becfiuse they were 
"governed by the state'* and simply complied. . , • 

About one fourth of the state of ficiali? said they did not 
know if the 4^C Comniittees' enforced compliance with the' federal' 
and state child-adult ratios,^ Of those who said they knew, 

\ three, said that the 4-'Cs did "Tiot enforce compliance and f ive 
others said they did, in the following v:ays : "li^nifing the 

. placement at the day care sited... not contracting with 
facilities . that don't comply ,.. 4 -Cs ask for co*^mpl iance . " 

Iri. generVil*, state officials and day care staffs seemed to 
agree on the Jchild-adult ratio issue. I'here seemed to be con- 
census that the ratio depended on the ,aqe and maturity of the ' 
children, the qualifications of the staff and the types o'f 
activities they engaged in, Tljpy " seemed to agree that a^^set 
ratio cannot take into consideration all the above mentioned 
factors . . * - . 

In enfctrcing ratio compliance,- the day care site advisory 
boards seemed to play the most potent and effective role. with 
th'eir ability to authorize the hiring of "new staff and their 
help with volunteers.. This was especially important when 
contrasted with enforcement by the area 4-C or the*state, which, 
in many instances, could only ask for compliance Or punish for 
non-qompliance' by withholding funds or closing the site. 

Gompliance with child-adult ratios was difficult to gauge 
because of the fluid nature of tha variables taken into ^ 
conjsidenation . These iincluded ; 

• 1. Child attendance 

> Identification of enrollees as full time or pa-t time varied 

widely in' the absence of state standards which clearly identified 
these categories. We found that qhildren were identified' as. 
full time enrollees who attended' -anywhere froit^ f ive to eight' or 
more hours a day, generally five days a week.. Part time enrollees 
attendance varied from a' couple of hours a day, once every week 
or two, to four hours per day, five days per week. So^me children 
attended sporadically, on an as-needed basis, sofnetirpes full 
time, sometimes part time. . ' 
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2, Staff attendance 



Simij'lar problem^ existed in attempting to compute full or 
part '-time adult attendance, particularly since volunteers 
wore included in the < ravt;.io , For exam^^le , in attempting to 
tabulate child-adult ratios at the fifty sample sites,, LICD 
'ovaluators found the datcT too unreliable to use, particularly, 
since standardized attendance records and reports did* not 
exist. ' 

\ O . Volunteers ' . 



Volunteers were computed, in the child-adult ratio and, . 
as expected, had'a fluctuajting attendance. Nevertheless, we 
found no evidence of an attempt to ^grapple with this issue, 
either in any of the Vermont work or even in the Federal ^ 
Interggenc^y _Day Care Regu i re mqjvts , which set forth the nunlerical 
ratios but stop short of explaining how to achieve them, 

4. Special problems . . 
•/ . . ■ • ' ■• J' ■. ■ 

Children who require more adult attention bec^iuse of age, 
i\andicaps or other special considerations, presented ratio ' 
compliance ; roblems^:^ At the same time, staff capability seemed 
either to__reduco or to, . increase 'r^^A^ problems, pointing up the 
importance of shared information, useful training experiences 
and variations in adult roles ana responsibilities, 

5. Activities. " ' 



■if 



Ratiois were also affected by facilities, equipment and supplies, 
since the nature and type of child-adult interaction and environ- 
mental factors were said to have a bearing- on t-he number of. 
children each .adult could, successfully handle at any given time,- ' 

A child-staff- ratio- policy had been developed by. the state 
bcD and approved by the HEW-OCD project officer in October of 1971, 
This policy specified that: . " *_ 

(1) Centers are "to b^ allowed to enroll 
above their licensed cafiac ity , This is to- 
be done graelually and in reasonable \ v * 
increments? of new enro'llments , ThisVs to ' 
promote the fullest lise of the licVinseH^ » 
capacity by raising the average daily * 
attendance to the limit of the Xicen^d 
spaces , 

(2) An enrollment policy will be rec(uired 
of each^center. Required -of thGup^icy will 
be statements and official positions of the 
day care center regarding vacancies, 
absentees, and t^ie identification of groups, 

-etc. 
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A system of^ -enrollment re.ords shall be recjuired 
of the day care center' for their use in the 
deterr.i nation ^ ot sta f f requirements and for ^ 
evaluation by the Licensing Unit, in dotermin ing 
compliance ■ and' equity of staffing . 

(3) The attached fchartr.TiTs the basic numerical 
formula for staff rjaqui'remGnts. 'Rather tharf 
on-site attendance being the signif icafit 
and. observable factor of staff ratio^foquirements , 
the formula relies on enrtpllment records. , 

The class is not ' to: exceed '-15 members age 3-5. 
(strongly recommended) v 

, A class of up to 8 children e nrolled shall 
require one adult. When enrol Imont 
numbers 9 children the class will require a 
second adulf regardle'ss' of att*endance .. If 
I enrollment exceeds 15 a third adult must be ^ • ' 

. added , 



Ro . of Children 
in care 
enrolled 



1 

2 

3' 

4 

5 



9 ■ 
10 

12 
13 
14 

-15 



\ 



No. 'of Staff Required 
for Groups of Children 
ages 3-5 



enrollment maximum for 1 adult 



72 second adult requ,ir(^d 



2 requested maximum no. of.child reiy 



It seemed evident from survey- responses rece^'ed, however, 
that the policy / as stated / eithfer had not been implemented in the 
field or was inadequate to ahd^wer the complicated ■questi'ons 
rais^ by operating staffs. 




XT Letter from' Joan G. Babbott, M.D.' to Sam Granato, October 4, 
1971. 
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Vermont's official interest in day care problems began 
to take form in 1966 when the state first required licensing of 
day care facilities by the State Department of Social Welfare. 

- Due to limitations of staff and other resources, most of 
the earliest licensing work hours were, devoted to footer liomes. 
: But even, private kindergartens and nursery schools had come 
under 'the licensing requirement by July 1, .1970 whenxday care 
licensing was transferred from- the Department of S ^cAal Welfare 
to the State Office of ^Economic Opportunity and rj 'letted • 
official recognition of the need for upgrading child care 
standar'ds . ^ 

.In September, 197 0, under the FAP pretelst structure, 
Holland Gerhart was transferred to SOEO" s day care unit as 
Chief Licenser. His .mission included the development of a 
statewide day care licensing system and its implementation with 
a staff of five additional licensers. 

By December 31, 1970.> Mr. Gerhart had co,;npleted a new set 
of licensing standards to cover day care, kindergarten, 
nursery school and What Vermont caMs non-recurring day care 
services, i.e. , temporary care fo r- children of seasonably 
employed parents. . ' 

By February, 1971, a central index was set up with a 
master control but new problems surfaced. For about sS^x months, - 
there- had been considerable clerical staff turnover, wi^h-^ 
obvious effects on routine clerical posting .and other secretarial 
^functions. The master index, as a result, 'suffered, a temporary ,.; 
delay in the absence of 'an office procedure whichi could have 
deployed personnel to maintain the. file.' .It is w.orth not'ing- here , 
incidentally that this licensing file was the only state record 
of all known day care sites in Vermont and ' contained - all .the 
s£ati"stical data available , eJccept for the caretaker (.unlicensed) 
homes. - • ^ ^ 

The, philosophical intent of thej'licen^ng system, a.s stated 
in the licensing di'j/ision's lit^abure was " to ■ proiifete -the. 
philosophical and legislative into^t of providing good' physical 
care', responsitolq supervision andr wholesome growth- &nd 
educational experiences as outliAied in the7-l-96-6~Day-:eaire— l:aw-H^^ — 

'The licensijig procedure inlvermont was a simple di -.ect 
sys.tem aimed at„ promoting -the active participation- between 
.applicant and" licenser and. the use of a minimum number of forms. 
The * sVstem used very few forms &nd those were easily read -and 
completed".'" According -to the" Chief Licenser, this method "promotes 
arid identifies the likeness of ideas, expedites the' correction 
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•oi^ -vresolution of prqblcims, and .prompts . mut^ual sConfidonce in bgth 
the system and persons , involved . " V - ^ , % 

! An application form begins the. licensing procedure. £/ 
As^ a rule, a prospective applicant, has had some? informal contact 
with licensing of ficial. to learn how to apply,. ' ' . 

The completion of .the application is construed' ' 
by this office to niean that^the day care ' * 

facility is in fact, ready for the licensing 
investigation and 'has as far as possible complied 
with all regulations and standards for day -qare 
licensing. £/ " • 

The first obstacles of any magnitude after application were 
tv.'o mandatory inspections: 1) Environmental Health; arid 
2) Fire and Safety. V , The former was conducted by an 
Environmental • Sanitarian from the Environmental Health Divi.sio.n 
of thd .State Health Department, the latter by a' Building Inspector 
from-the F'ire Marshall's Division of the Department of' Public 
Safety^ Bbth of shese' inspections had to be satisfactory or \ 
•the application waj^ rejected at this point.- ! 



If^ the appliqis^tion was rejected for failing either of these 
inspections, the applicant :had the option' of correcting ' * 
deficiencies to comply with the ^regulations and then requesting ' 
a re-inspection. l!pach .applicant received copies of . both 
reports ands.a descij'ip^tive letter of findings from the state 
licenser. These mafterialS' were designed to point out" the areas 
where regiil/ations wore not met, and to specify the pa?:ticul^r 
remedy for each failure. At ttie option of the inspector or 
licenser, the ^e-ifispection could be concerned, either with the 
regulations in question or with a more comprehensive re- 
investigation. • ^ " 

When all the materials were in, the licensing unit issued 
a document in which the jiidgment of the licenser resulted either 
.in granting or denying a license to operate a day care site.' 

^re were three different types of licenses ■ which could 
be issuad: Regular, Provisional and Special.. 



1/ Docramentl9 Licensing System , Child Day Care Licensing , 
Ro/land C. Gerhart, Jr. p. 3. ' 

2/ See Appendix D-1 forsa detailed- f low chart of the Licensij^g 
process . ' . 

3/ Child Day Care Licensing , Rolland Q. Gerhart, p. 1/ 
Licensing Procedure Document . 

4/^ In FY ' 7-2 , <^e>,^^].icensing divisiQn had one Fire Marshall and 
one Sani tar ^2>ah'^>iavai 1 able for every 20 0 applications. 



1. ,W}ion all standards and-^rcijulations are 
■lYii^tf a Reg u la r 1 i c7CJi s o is issued. The 
license i H for one year from day of 

i ssuance Unless o t'herwise indi ca ted . 

2. When, in the judcjment of the licenso.r, the 
facility and staff is (sic) considered safe 

•■ and adequate for a day bare service, 
but does not meet all the standards and • 
r oa a 1 a t i o'n s for da y care, a Prov isional 
license may be issued. A provision'al 
license is qranted to applicants who 
intend to follow all the. standards and 
recj'ulatious for licensure. 

A provi sibnal iconse my be in e/fect no ' 
more than one year. . . (a pr^ovisionci'] ' 
1 icense ) cjives the child day :;arc service 
time to meet all-- standards and regulations 
whi<.ld in operation . Failure l:o succeed in 
meetino s tandards and regulations within 
^hc period of ^ the provisional license will 
mean review of. the license. If with\n one 
y e a r t h e standards and r e «9 u 1 a fi o n s w^i i c h ' 
wo re originally u nme t r em a i n u nnie t , a 
regular license will not be issued. . 

3. Special license may be issued to perm-it 
•^certain, exceptions to tlie s tandards and 

regulat.ions for chi Id day care . These 
exceptions shall not be made- to regulations 
which guarantee a .minimum of health and. . 
safety. . .special-* lic(5n^es are issued only 
when there is reason ^o believe the 
exception is in - tKe bes" interest- of the • 
children served, i/ ' • . 



J Theoretically, obscrvat/&n of the child care. service 

follows licensing in. order to, evaluate. the effectiveness of the " 
. . program, its st^ff', and the adequacy of .the physical plant and * 
. ^ eguipment.' The day care licenser may or may. not, at his or her 

discretion, make an appointment to observe the . program ~in -- 
. • operation.' Tlie applicant and staff of thexchild care service 

agreed to and should have been prepared f.or a visit by tlio 
licenser at any time. In actual practice, however, Vermont's' 
licensing staff spent very little time evaluating progrtim '• ' 
■ •-■ ; ■ effectiveness.. - . " 

One other fact deserves special note here.* As of this 
■ writing, Vermont had no. legal appeal's procedure ^.to a.ccomod<;;tc} 

; a rejected licensing applicant. HoweVvcr., UJCD staff did obtciin 

'■ , ' ■ ' 

.TT" Op. Ci t . , p. 3.^ '■ ~ ^ ~ 
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a copy of "what most likely will be our procedure" from the 
Chief Licenser* * . . ■ . • 

Interestingly, when -state officials were, askec^ if there was 
,a licensing appeals procc.dure, four of them said there- was, ^ 
four said they didn't know and only one said thercr was none. 

"It slibuld also be noted here that the licensing staff was 
reduced to three field licensers from*fi-ve during the second 
.half *of FY '72, despite considerable public pressure for more 
day ca.re sites in Vermont. ^ ^ ' ' 

The Vievj from the Sites and the State ' ' - 

1—; ■ ■ p 

LICD ' s . inquiry concerning the licensing process covered 
the State, the -4-0 areas and local sites.' At the local site 
level, questions concerning licensing' were asked *of the fifty 
sittf directors. At the State' level, we iritervit-wed three>of 
the four state licensors (the fourth was unr3vailable) , the fire 
and Safety* Inspector V and "the Sanitarian as ivell as -other, st'-^te 
"'officials directly involveyi in the day care system. 

Of the fifty sample ^ites, the preponderance^.of ' them lield 
a regula'r lic(?nse. .Genera\ly speaking, the operators were 
aware of thei r ' li censing sttS^us. although, in a number of cases, 
-■■there was some confusion, mos\ of it confined to sites. which 
• were ^in a transitional period of moving into a new , f aci li ty , i 
haying their license renewed or changing the status of their 
lirense. . 

If any system is to operate - effect ively , adequate communi- 
cation is a top priority. '-In order to get a pict^u^e of sittiv \ 
contacts .with State liosnsers we*'asked the fol'lowjing questlo? :• . 
"How often do* you coVniunicSte directly with the State day care . 
licensers?" The response, in general, was "verv lithiftV. Of the 
total rospondants, fifteen ansvsfered "seldom" and twelve said 
'"monthly". Ten directors .indicated^ that thej^^^evor had any 
•direct communication or that communication was once yea-r 
at license renev/al time. tiiis lack of oommun ication could be., 
attributed to. "a smaTl- licensing staff .wliic^ covered- the v;hole 
s tate . ■ - .. . ■ ' , * • • - 



'particular site described' a problem which pointed 
to a lack of cpn\mun ication witiiin .the state OGD itself . 
Thib -.smaii day care, home operator had. applied for„.a._.licens.e — 
to care for c^iildren aCter receiving literature ' in the mail 
'which, promoted the need for homes. Within 4-6 weeks, she was 
Ticansed, af£er in-stalling a fence to comply \s'ith licensing 
regur*!Ssi;j;_^rTs".. . * i?> ' 

. After attending- a oiitj week tri^ining session ' conduotcd by 
the State, she' vs^aited. in vain for 'children to be assigned to 
her home, all the while continuing, to receive, literature oh^ 
th<5 • "pressing noexV'^for day care sites. • Nevertheless, she 
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Building Inspector 



was never assigned any chi].dr>3n to care for despite her further 
inquiries. -Eventually, the Ticensing division renev.vad her ■ 
liconso. Finally V . after making further Inquiries without 
success, slie ' accepted a job iind "gave up on day care." 
Futhor, tliis ai te v;as incl'udod en the current licensed 
day care list used by LICD to select sample s'i-tes for 
this iltUdy . •* 

According to 'the licensing procedures as published in ' . 
Vermont;"' the decision concerning the issuance of a license to 
an applicant will be made witliin thirty days. VJhen site 
directors were asked "How long did it take for 'your site to be 
licensed .after submitting an^ application?" five answered four . 
to sxx~weeks , fourteen- ansv;.* red more than six weeks, ten • 
responded that they c>idn ' t know wh,ile twelve indicated that 
they were granved a license within the thirty day period. ■ 

oh the State ■ level, ■ of the ten people responding, only .■ 
one answered between two to four weeks. Fiv^ indicated they 
"didn't know, and four answered that it took six weeks or iriore'., 
One 'licenser answered that the average time was six weeks, but 
that in many cases, "vendors and licensers just give up in, 
disgust" over the amount of time it takes to get a decision 
from the State.. Another , respondent^ told us that some places 
have waited, up. to one, year and some "just crive up." Many 
times, the.se delays were blamed on the lack of staff. 

Despite what appeared to-be problems in timing and communi- 
cation,- when^asked '.'Do you feel that the . licensing regulations 
are reasonable?" thirty-two director.s answeired yes, and only 
nine answered no. " * , ■ .f ^ . - \ 

In answering questions which' 'we're designed to evaluate 
their . understanding of what the licensing process should be, - . 
with few- exceptions the State licensers seemed to be fully in 
agreement. ■ We asked, for example, if "the site operators 
(are) noJbified of license approvals and/or ^rejections in -writing? 

'Which, according to the regulations, should be- the case. 5i3ven 
out of the nine respondents answered "yes " with' only two answer- 
ing "don't know," -.Other tyuestions, concerning^, the length/of time 
a provisional and/or regular lic(2nse may be in effect, -and how 

.lon.g it takes, after all standaisds and regulations .are met, 
b^ore the license i^''~^^?ceived by the vendor, were answered, 
^ with equal, unanimity and Vodgjjfstandi ng by all state officials. 
This' is impoa^tant to remember in' view of the fact that pro- 
blems may . not have stemmed from the standards themselves , but . ' 
rather from, management deficiencies includin'a. insufficient, staff . 

Of the two field licensers interviewed, both had 
■Bachelor*s degrees and were earning an |rverage of $9!,700 per 
■ year. Both indicafciBd that most.of the training., they received 
was 'obtained from using the Thiokol training, njanual : and acknow- 
ledged that it had "not much to do with .licensing." 'The two 



trafnina' '-■^'^^ split ovenly on thcl-need for further. 

Biggest complaint of the ; licensers was tl-ieir inabi li tv to 
effectively do their job due to the shortage of staff and the 

wha^fel?' ^;ore"trL'ina'' workload.. For ex'a.Hi, , "^one licoS^r, 
w.io reit more training was needed-, also- felt tho n=,o^ ^ 
increased staff. He indicated that he had^^t-.the -^ee^ for 
cover and can barely keep up Vith \^or'kload " . Ifiebause he c °i i r . 
consult with site operators, his time was releCated to ^ "° 
to put out fires instead of anticipating probS" ° 
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"Wp licenser indicated much the samb - 6oncerns . 

We need more consultations', with site directorls-but can't b- - 
Sr^s tha^>her' licensers". m addition, bfth licensers 
h^fn ^H f ^here was no» training as. such for'^the sliaff "to 
help them deal w^th problems of the sites". 

The cutback in. staff also' impacted the state's abilrtv -to ' 
monitor sites for compliance with regulations kfter the li^ons^ 
was iWed. Nevertheless, 'the Chief Licenser elpreLed a strona 
desi-reW move , in to^ compl i ance ii^Oni toring. strong 

r^r^ '''nTT.t ^f one'Building Inspector working for SOCD day 

« of Public Efetv°" Wi th "f,"'''' = the- Department 

or uDiic baiety. With less than two. years of college exDerionr-e 
and-,no spec.ll ■ preparation for .the- job! , his oniy' ''tr,?L,^P was 
a bull session, eve.ry; Monday in the Fire Marshall's office"- 

SanitTrf.°\''f''-'-^'^'^-^°^'!''^ techn ical " inspec t ion team wa. -the 
Sanitarian who inspected facilities to make sure they com- 
pli-ed.with -all state- health requlations ^ and codes . A- sanitar- 
ian trainee from the Environmental Health Division ofUe 
Vermont Health De> artment , -he .was a WIN trainee in the PAP program 

His b.ackqro-and "included some courses as a music stu =nt ■ 
The sanitarian received some trai ning ' a-f ter he beg.an. working ' 
in day care , - attended Hearth Department clashes on sanitation : 
Vv hfrov ' environmental- health assistants 

h;.';^ standards, these experiences werer.nadequate and 

he. expressed the nefed for more training. When xnterviewed; he 
h'w in AMant-?'"''°"'''"'^° courses on his own" ini tiative -wi h 
r'A^H^^it'^""^' V''°''9^-^: In- addition, he. was attending classes 
I ^ni t °^ sanitarians fevety two ^months 

He said tiiat atten^^ts to ,have the- Health Department review'his 

rrL°tration.'° ^'^^"'^^^ assistance hanndea in 

■ -It would appear then, 'that the Vermont Health Department 
a,ssic,nea .n ine>:perien<.ed trainee .to the day care . program 
without providing adoqua-.e ■ supervision , tochnical assistance 
or training to ensure the highest quality of performance " 

, -Judging from the .backg.-ound and training of the inspectors 
.plus the decreasing staf^f of the' day care licensing division? - 



it ^id "not appear that Vermont ^p-l^ccd . much importance on the 
licensing process or the JjO-1t3^ that it was designed, to play in 
the delivery of quality "^ay care, 

The View from -4-0 



4-c involvement in„ the 1 icens ing ' process can be demon- 
strated on a continuum: • . 

- . . C F . .• 

. ■ ' . ■ ■ ■ . D . " G - 

- A B n H 



Very actively 
involved 



Minimally involved 



Not involved 
at all 



J The level of their involvement seemed to depend on tlie 
4-C*s' in terest in licensing, their relationship with the 
licensers, and their- knowledge of and attitude toward the 
licensing regulations. The following are profiles of each 
•J-C ciescribing this involvement with the licensing, process , 

(\ne 4-C leader was a friend of the state licens-er who 
lived in the same town so they in formally communicated- when- 
ever a licensing situation arose. For example, when the renewal 
of a site license led to its suspension, the licensiGr notified 
the 4-C which provided help to the sj.te to obtain a license. 



This 4-C leader tocrk 
. she saw compliance with lice 
quality day care . . In this 
^ite temporarily when the o 
When an operator wasdiscov 
license,- the same 4-C leade 
Attorney General's office 



1?i'tr^'h'Sltfg'"^?ery seriously because 

nsing regulations as ■ a step 'toward 
j.ame area, the 4-C closed down one" 
>erator refused to get. a license. 
3red to be functio^ning without a, 
told us^ she went to the state 
see what could be done. • 



Another 4-C leader es tablished a working relationship' 
with the licenser in that area through informal communications. 

■ . • . * ■ 

One other 4-C leader v;as more active' in. following up ' 
licensing activitlj^s than, in helping operators initially with 
applications. Thi^fe 4 -C" director sai'H she had established a 
good .personal ir>:'iationship with the licensers who provided 
the 4^C with status reports and fire and health reports for 
each site in the 4-C. area. 

One 4-*C loader saw th licens'ers weekly oh an informal 
basis. *llere, too, the 15 ^^enseirs asked for the 4-C leader's 
(pinion regarding licensing applicants, then follpwed through 
"iy providing the '4-C with informal information 'regarding" the ^ 
status- of licensing activities in that area.-^ Otherwise, this 
4-C W"as not actively, involved with licensing of its sites. 

. Another 4-C organization obtained .most of its information 
frOm the state's chief licenser, and tr.ied to remain informed . 




about licensing activities in its area, but did not become 
directly involved wilili the operators. Whenf7:>rbbloms. arose^ 
the 4-C director "discussed" the problem. \y.i,th tlie site operator 
and the licon.ser. ^ . 

To anotlier '1 -C leader, licensing was '"not a priority" 
concern. This 4-C transmitted tiie regul ations tc the operators, 
but. never saw the' licensers and was "hotificd" v/licn a site's 
license had been suspended or withdrawn. ' -When . asked , if cliis. *" 

was aware. of. any si'tes operating without a license, the 
response wcis "1 ho.pe I wouldn't know!'' This 4-C,l,eader didn't 
know how .sites wece notified' of licensing a):»prGvals, an d' didn ' t . 
^hnow "the most common reasons for rej.ection of lice nixing. This ■ 
leader complained, however, that .there were' no definite regula- 
tions with S]3ecifir instructions about what' should be. done in 
all cases . . I^or dxamplo,. the- need was expressed for a full 
explanation al3out renovating buildings since the interpretation, 
of the regulations vari^l with different* inspectors. 

The'minutes of pnc Policy Board n»:eting contained tfie 

f ol 1 owing : " » ■ . ' '* , 

There was leng^thy discussion on the' problem of ' - 
meeting the fire .and health requirements. There 
^was feeling expressed that although the laws we're 
rciisonal^ly stable their interpretations differed" 
according to the Inspector i . . suggested it might 
prove expedient for 4-C to retain. the service-, of 
ah arch i tec t who coiiid work on the problem with .. ■ 
the litate inspectors. 4 ~C feels , as a group, ' it 
cannot^ afford t O'.le arn. by ■ i ts mistakes and needs 
some guidelj-nes. It -was suggested the Statq jFAP 
/ « 'people might find money' to secure this service 
• since the local 4-C lacks resources .... also 

suggested making legisl'Btbrs aware of l;hisir' problem 
might be advantageous. The 4-C Di.rector assured 
the group (the' state) was aware of the problem 
and had .been meeting witlr State inspectors..,. 
. It was important to get ;as many signatures from 
• the State as .possible as material can' be inter- ' 
preted in many, di f ferent ways by different f3eQ.ple 
and the turnover in .personnel;.,in .the Fire; and " 
Health Department' can really -upset a Cenfeer.'s 
budget." « . ■ '. \ 

' ' • - ■ ■ V • . .. ' ' . • " . ■ . 

Another 4-C received most of its licensing iaformatio;! 
by "word of moXith" either from the day care operators or. 
occasionally from *the licenser. Although- thi-s 4vj leader , 
formerly licensed fos ter' homes , she was not sure, vvho should 
be licensed for day care and . said she - never go't a straight 
answer from the' state." In this area, the day care centers- 
seemed to.be more actively involved in providing the regula- 
. tions to Satellite Homes vthari . was . the 4-C," committee . / 



s 




Another 4-C leader never saw Jihe licensers , had nothing' 
.to do with the licensing of siteS, and did not knpw if. sites 
in tRTn^ area were licensed or not. > 

?\s.)yne -l-C loader ' said^^ "life in-Vermont is very informal", • 
which ■ mciy'' bo the case/, and there is much to be said Jfor con- 
ducting business in an informkl manner.' But it would seem that 
a certain amoun't of formality may be ,.neces*sary when ..dealing \^^* h ' 
licensing regulations and requirements.- . ' : " ' 

t In its "Licensing Proceriures" , the istate of Vermont was 
very clear- that except \for unusual extenuating circumstances, 

all applications wi 11.^ bd acted on and. a- license granted or - ,_ 
denied within th'rty days of. the receipt of application"- This.,^ ^' 
.particular provis-on eppareatly, vas never .made clear to 4-C , 
loaders'.. When asked the cjueistion: "How long does i t" usually take 
a day care site to be licensed after subrfi'itting an application?", 
only one responded ' that it would t^e. between one ' and .four weeks. 
The remaining seven either dicTn ' t" know or felt it was more th'an 
si;X weeks. In response to a q.uesfibn concerning the: most common 
problem found by the State for Rejecting a licens'ing application, 
the' only reasons given wer6 either j^jealtTh, .safety or . .the^p-'n^tit^" 
quacy^of the facilities. The most "-frequertt ' answer gxven,! how- 
ever, was "don't know". . . , ' • y' 

■ In" genera''l , t-.hei^ -.we're some in"^:eresting 4-G- responses to* 
pur licensing questions. .Most people said ^ that the re was "no 
such thing" as operating without a lirc-nse with, a legal waiver. 
Another group indicated that all sices. had tomporar^v or pri^- ■ 
visional - licenses and did not know- of any sites with permanent 
licenses.' Others expressed confusion JM?©^ the difference be-, 
.tween -z. temporary,^ provisional or special /license'. Qne 4-C » 
leader stated, that there was "no such thirty, as' a special licerise." 

There were a' variety of con j ectures , Ghost o'f them inacdurate, 
about, the lengtiy*of tijTie a site, could operate -with a provisional 
licei>se.* . One iMder indicated that sites had" pro.vi sional^licenses 
for one year and^^fta^toe longer. ' Another said "maybe a Year--we've ' 
had them" a year." Still aether - incJica ted titat the length of. ' . 
provisional licenses varie^l'They -can go on indefinitely,/' adding 
that provisional licenses get renewed and circuinstances can ;c axis ^ 
these tenewa-is- to be 'repeafc^^. . This. fferson also"..said' "there' ^is 
, provisional lidense for health and one .^f or . f ire . " , •.^■* 

, • Many 4-C. leaders said they b«l.i'eved that it took- anj'whe.re t 
from /two weefe to six weeks* for pld^^L^care s4/te\feo be licensed 
after submitting'-* an application^^ a,i>thougti two people did hot 
know' how 'long ■ it I took to - become ili^abnsed . ' Many 4-C leaders- ' . !: ~; 
indicatedf that.vthe timing depe'nded on two . f *^^tors what the ' ^■ 
'si te nee^J^d" to m^^et the licensing »,requiremc ..l^s and the. * 
schedule and workload of th''e licenser. \ In one area, ihe 
licenser often approved a temporary licen^«^ during the firs,ti 
.'■Visit to the site. . - . ■ 
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.■ ^tvhen as>:(uc'if site dperat.Ors were notiificd of license 
• "vP^'^^^wH rejections in writing, six 4% leaders answered 

yes while tiwo indicated, they, "dicln ' t -know , " SimilarTvV 
when asked if the 4 Commi-ttec was^directly involved i'n tho 
notifrcation to site operators of^license approvals or ro- >• 
jjections, seven leaders answered "no/' while one ansWerod 
don t 'know. " ' ' . ' .. * • 

of /.^•''^'^^^ to the following ques tio,rf Tef lect the informality 
or ^ne information process: \^ "■' 

"Do you know when a day ca-e site ' 

(a) ri^ceives a license? ' - . , 

"7 (yes) 1 (no) 

(b) receives a temporary license? ' ^- ' 

7 ■ (yes) . .1 (no) ' ' 

(c) is rejected upon application for a license'^ «> 
^ (yes) ■ 3 (no) . ^ 1^ (doesn ' t know) 

(d) loses its license? • . ^ 

• • 6- (yes) 1 (no) 1. (hasn't happened) 

■(e) is being monitored for compliance? 

.• .» ^ (yes) 3 (no) .1 (hasn't' happened) 

-.(:|) is operating^ without a license witb a leaal waiver? 
^. ■ ^ ^^.^^^ .'. ^ ^ '"^^'^^ occurred, or never heard of it) 

M^) is, operating without a license and without a legal vajiiver^ ^ 
^' (yes) 3 (no) .2 (never he?vrd of it) ' . ' . . ■ i i 

X^.^;^^^'^ ^""."^ inadequ-acy of facilities were identified as th- I 
tw^ najor causes for rejection of a licensing application. ' 
Trailers or mobile homes- were nol. licensed and some leaders 
expressed displeasure ■ about that . ^^^r^ 
p ■ ^ «• ' 

'f /; ^^^°^^i^g to one 4-C Board President who used to license 
■footer homes, the day care licensina reauirements had chanqed 
to'Tdfff^^o'^ time :€Hat licensing was transferrecj • 

>°nn ^nm ^ agency. First, the Social Welfare Department , 

^1. ;? w M """f 'r^^'^ .^'^^^y °^ the-same. people were involved,." 

%ith iStto"' ^''^^ ^° ^^^^ positions ' 

ho linon^r' However, the definition of who was to 

be licensed, remained unanswered. \ 

V • Theofiaal question in the "lICD licensing survey concerned 4- 
involvement in site monitoring. It r(< ad : "Is your 4-C ' 

•directlv involved in monitoring si tes ihaf ' are correcting 
cericiepcips- to meet licensing i'-equirerhen ts? " Only three - 
<^ aaers .answered "yes" while." five answt^red "no'\ The fact 

.that so few 4-C s we re ' m vol ved in' moni toring may be signifi- 

x:a:it t:q ■th9 achievement of of ficient licensing .■ 



\ 



According to the Verm©r^t Child Carq Service Contract, 
the 4-C mus f: ' - ^ I 



Arrange for child ca^re services to .bo pro- 
vided by child care vendors licenced by the " 
State of 'y.ermont and in con formajyce with 
Federal * Interagency Day Care P.equiremen ts 
or by 4-C and OCD approved caretakers . " ^ 

p . / 

ne "Federal Interagency -Day Care RecTuirem/>n t s- sti*pulate tliat 

^ day care f acil i ties mus C^be licensed or /approved as meeting 
the standard^ for such licensing ... Requi/rementS of licensing 
authority in a state cannot be waived by the Federal regie rial 
office... Tho facility and . giounds' used/by the children must 
meet the requirements of the appropriaiio safety and sanita- 
tion authorities'."' Finally, "The bas:ye responsibility, for 
en fo.rcen"ient of the Requi romen ts I ies y/i th the admin is teri ng^ 
agency. -Accept ance- ,0 f Federal' funds is- an agreement to abide 
:)y. .the Requirements^. State agencies /are expected to review 
prdgrujins and facilities at the local leve l;"^ for which'- they 
have responsibility and make sure thpt the Requirements are 
met. Noncompliance may be grounds -for suspen'sien or termina- 
tion of Federal f unds . "1/ ■. 

Based on our f indings , ■. i t seems evifeen t th a t the s ta te 
licensing system did not build in a .ro].e for the 4-C area 
conmii t tees ..at any step of the process, despite , the shortage 
of sbate. staff and the rieed to monitOi: for compliance, r 

The Caretakers ^• 

Since 1966, state l'j^ce,nsing 'Is required of eviery Ve rmo"' t 
f acil i ty'^^vhi ch cares for children of more 'than ty.'o families. 
This proj^sion exempts some "^home care? operations -which otner-" 
wise may meet minimum PAP cli^ild car% stiandards . Early in the 
pre tes t , the re was' considerable con trove rsy over r'AP reim- 
bi.-rsement of parental optional selectipn of vy:)licenscd home 
f acila ties ; to locate day care quickly. . - 

This problem, wi th its roots ; n the custodial versus 
develcopmental controversy, was sharply evident in tlie 
Burl i ngton-Morrisv'i 1 le E & D manpower project .are a> with its- 
concentration o f \mli^^ensod sites . 

In response to. expri^ks.ions of concerh, the 'Vermont 
Office of Ch.i:^d. Developmen\ issued a "Caretaker Apprai<5al^ 
Crito-ria" paper in Docembpr ; . I>71 . As its transn.^Lttai' mesio 
states, "the materials and equipmen t- requi red^f or earot'ak^er • 
Approval are listed as 'basic .and minimal."!/ " 

•■• X ■ ■ ■ = ■ ■ 

•/ Sinc^ t)ie caretaker hom.os fell outi>ide ' tlie jurisdiction 
o\ the sta^e licensing system, LICD investigators attempted 
tcv locate cind identify Ver^.oni's system for .enforcing com- 
j.^liance with the standards set forth >n t'ne u"Caretaker 
Appr»UHaI Criteria" paper. . , 
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. A.s a f 1 t s-tcp , wc decided to TiiQludo a prbportiona tc 
sample, of caret aker phonies in tjio- fifty si.tes to bq surveyed. 

"■ ' ' ■ ■ 

The first problem experienced was trying to obtain a 
li.st of the uhlicensed sites. Aftier numerous requests by • . 

letter, .and "Lei ephone. iL became pvident that there Was some 
reluct'ance to pi:oyic]o the information. Eventually, however, 
j.^crsis te^nce wapi rewarded as v;e learned that all of the care- 
taker sit.eS'Wer'c concentrated in two-4-C areas and tlie lists ^ 
became readily avi^ilable. i^vc^n tlien, when we teleplioned^ 
to arrange appoi n tmejfi ts , w^e learned that several caretaker 
homes on the 4-C lists were no longer providing day eare 
services. Kventually , however, we included si>: representative 
caretaker homes - in our fifty site "survey. 

. Per 5 o nal Characteris t ics of "C ar otake-rs 

Three caretakers' were over 50 years of age, one was between 21 
35, one v/as between^^ 36 and 50, and one was under 21. All of 
them had children and only one had a child who worked as a 
volunteer in a day care program. None of the children of the 
other caretakers were involved in .any way in, the. day care- pro- 
gram." Mos.t- of them" had found the job Lhrougli a friend, 
relative or neighbor. Only one had found the job through tlie. 
'employment service. Most of them lived in Vermont all their' 
lives, but all had lived in Vermont more than five years. 

Three of the caretakers had finished elementary school/ 
two had finished high school »and one had a Bachelor's degree. 
None pf them had received any special' training/^ and most of 
them did not feel that they needed 'any more traihincj for , - 

their work. One caretaker expressed a desire for training in 
child development and said she read anything she could find, ^ 
including her daughter ' text books. zV 

. Most of the caretakers jiad (Experience only \»sth 
children in their own homes.' Only one caretaker Irad experience 
with children in a day care center-. 

Only one caretaker h^d emergencies that occurred fre- * 
o'lently. Others sai-d tJiat tlie emergencies thc.t occurred most 
f re'^uently were a child 's accident or illness , or the lack of 
money to pay. bills. Only two' caretakers had. emergency cards 
and medical information on filQ. Each of them followed 
di f feren t procedures wnen a chi-ld became ill or had an acci - 
dent. One called the parents, another, the fciniily doctor,, 
another called a neighbor and the 4--C, and one took the .child 
'^to a doctor, ho'spital or treatment\f acility . ' 

Most of the caretakers had their homers rennovated / but none'of 
tliem said they had dontj it to rr.eet lit^ensing requirements. ■ 
Most of them planned to make additiona^^ rennovatioi\s . Two ot^vtl$<?if;^ 
mentioned that they wanted to- fix up the .outdodi;. space*. : ' Th ree '.'^^ 
homes nee'Sed improvements but the caretaVers' s'^id they could ^ no t 



afford to do the work. Two wanted to fence in their'* yards , and 
one wanted to hook -ip with the cTty water supply because she 
had no runnincj water and had to. carry drinking water from near- 
by houses . This si-tuav ion raised serious do.ubts about the en- 
forcement of the careta-^er standards since it was in ohvious 
V iolat ion cf par digraph 9 of 't-hc "Caretaker A*ppraisal Criteria " 
v/hich says "The home must liave running water and toilet • . 
f aci lit ies .-"V ^- . / 

All of' the "caretakers provided food services, usually 
breakfast, luiich, snacks and dinnl^r. One caretaker, said she 
paid for the children's food out of her own pocket. The othei 
did not know how the food was paid for. Only two -s.. id ' that 
they were ?>atisf ied with the food service while others' did not 
.reply ^ that question. Onl:, one caretaker, said that there v;as 
not enough help from blio state with food but the others said 
thoy did not have any food problems. Three, of the caretakel's . 
had not developed ■ procedures for dealing with bill ing , expenditures 
and budggi^R^* The either three said they had developed pro- 
cedurerJ^^^irt^^ 4-C. One caretaker said that, the . . 

4~C J^^4^■'i!^^^^yyfO^^^ had- explained the billing system. Two 

thod^g^frt ^1:Ffe^ e^ was helpful and adequate, one thought 

tl>er^'iplan^.'tiori,.-^^^^^^^^ H bit [iuzzling."' Only one caretaker had 
p.rolyj'l^is- \vitl"P-th^ billing procedure. None of the care- 

take\(:s!^\u'$ednt;l^e^^^ Computation form.. Two caretakers' used the 
month^ lb.i^i'ii:ilg'~'j^ but one said that the 4-C used it. One 

t h ou g h fc^^^vfi g :r e jt>3r t \/as useful and only "one caretaker kept. - 
attiDndance reports. *' ■'' ■ 

■ On the whole, the caretaker sites seemed to be on the 
fringes of the system--somewhat involved in the payment proce'-s^^, 
• but rather isolated. -from mo-sL of the busy day care activity i^yp f^^^ \ 
-the rest of the state. At the "time of chis w.viting-, state /V^Ty^;;'; '"''^ 
care officials said they were reassessi.ng the use of caretak.&r {^.^i' 
homes while 4-C leaders seemed generally, agree A that all (iay'^^y 
care sites should be 'li.censed in the best interj.^st of the v ■ ^'1 0-^'ii:> 
.children. ' . • • 

Contracts and Budgets 

State officials originally executed several different con- 
tracts With 4-C organizations, one for each type of special 
funding . ' • -. " , 

:*> ' 

As a follow-up, each 4-C orga.nization -then contracted... witli 
site operators for the delivery of day'.care services. - 
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All of tlie*" contracts used . in the day ca'i?^ process were 
either a product of the state Attornc^y General's Office 
•.-{State/4-iC) or ■ had been approved by that of f ice /H;-C/site) . 
•.The documents were brief and to the point, but difficul^t to 
administer because each dealt s'dparatelv with a single issue.—' • 
' .,..{(' •-. ■ ■ " ^ '"^ 

Eaj/ncl>Q tract had its ov;n time frame , work requirement 
and budget . y This cumbersome .arrangement eventually was repl^cfed 
by a sinc^^.e thild care service contract which consolidated and 
superseded all the others. . Except for the Rutland A-C Dire::t ■ 
Grant contrac.t, which',was simply amended to fetend its life to 
the"* end of June/ 1972', each ' of the seven other 4-C child care 
service contracts were identical i^^ t-H^Gir language , although 
funding levels ^and budgets dif f (?rod . .Five of the contracts ran 
for seven months and two. of thc^m fol: eight months fo establish 
a single termination date, June 30, 197 2, which contdrmed to the 

staters fiscal year funding from HEW". 

. t . •. f. 

With respect to its control 'implications, the Child Care 
Service Contract ^ def ine^ a "Vendor" as a state licensed child 
care service providez' and a "Caretaker" as: ".J. a child care 
service provider, legally exempt from State of Vermont child 
care licensing regulations b<ut required to meet minimum approval 
criteria as set forth by the Office (of Child . Development)/' 

In paragrapJi 5, tfie contract stated: , " 

"The Corporc)tion t^-C) shall arrange for child care 
services to be provided for eligible children by child care 
vendors licensed by .the State of Vermont and *'in conformaVice 
witii Federal In^ragency Day Care* Regulatiohs or by Cojfporation 
and Offi.c, (SOCuV approved caretaker-s . . . . " * ^ ' 

As written, this paragraph specifically exTc:luded "caretaker" 
providers from compliance with federal Interagency Day Care 
Requirements , despite the language' of that document which re- ^ 
quires unlicensed day care providers to' "...^neet the standards 
licensing' applicable in the State. "2/ 

The ^ separation of "vendors" from "caretakers" raised serious 
question^ of quality control since the Card^aker Appraisal 
Criteria document was a statement of standards which were not 
built into a system" to monitor for compl iance / such ais* the' 
licensing process/ for example. 

In accord aiTce witli .the FAP concept, the Chi Id. "Care Serv* ice i 
contract identified the State- 4-Q objective as the . development '■ 
of a "....community coordinated program of child care services 
- for families. . . 



1/ i.e. FAP Services, IVA Services, Seed Grants, FAP Planning. 
Grants , etc . 
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As described elsewhere in this report, the Vermont 4-C's 

f ocus , " a t 'the time of. our inquiry, was on children rather » 

than families. .• . ktr 

' One problem, then, mny have developed around how to monitor- 
this i::oritract fc/r compliance when there seemed tc5 be disagree- 
mdn£ with the family-centered ' concept, as relrlected in. the 
4-Cs activities, records and statements of its leaders. 

Finally, paragraph 1 specified ^hat "Substantive regula- 
tions" which are a ".-.* . supplement to 'this agreement and are 
binding upon the corpora tioiT (4-C) . . . " ". . .have been issued.^. . . " 

'These substantive regulations were identified in the con- 
tract "as (Of f ice of Child Development Child Care Program Guide- 
lines and^ Operating Procedures dated November., 1971.)" 
«» 

iTi fact, the only program guid^elines in existence durintj 
the period of* the LICD study were the FAP Interim Guidelines 
and Operating Procedures , issued by the st'ate CCD in August, 
1971. rt may be that the writers of the contract intended to ^ 
issue a revised version in November but, as the contract stood 
at the time it was signed, the. document referred to as. "binding^ 
upon the corporation" did not exist. ^ 

Ais relatively minor "point is made here, not as a nit- 
picking exercise ^but as an example of misinformation in a le£|al 
do(fum(?nt ^^i^^^ required compliance. 

t '.In. another 'area , all^ of the contracts included categorical 
budgets, but Llj^ staff found no system of budget control. In 
the course of <^*r investigation, we learned that bills for FAP 
pnd Title IV ivlreimbursement were approved for payment at 
e\fery level w^^p)[^ut reference to financial allocations by 4-C. 
area or* contrafi^^al stipulations . 'The pVily point of control. 
wa>5 at the last^^feep of-- the payment process when staff * of' the 
sta.be treasurer .•-'ve&ified the bank balance before signing the 
reimbursement chec)^. Tltis lack of fiscal control meant there 
was 'no readily • available information on how much -was spent for 
what-or when; — qr howVnuch was left, except in the big pot of 
money at . the state' treasury . HoweVe'r , state officials were 
aware of the problem and had begun to develop a budget control 
■* system by April, 1972. • 

« , ■ . 

J' 

.\vs*.\3U I Program Quality - 
... — . 

yThe ci,xr:D/HEW grant ,for this st^jd.y stipulated that LICD 
woul<^ .evaluate "how well", the day care operating system 
functioned to*. t>rovide quality day care services for FAP 
^eligible .children . It was agreed that Vermont staff would 
provide program quality ^ssesspien't .data 'to LICD for incorpora- 
tion irt this report. Part of the- stated rationale for this 
proce'dure was to increase the,state's capability to evaluate 
its own program. • LICD« was to provide some technical assistance 



. several .nonU.. . af .er ^^^^^f ^^irda'^O rc^ri^Klnr l-er 

monfs program quality. assessment t^asK ^^^^.,^^^.^3, „,,re con- 

-1 ^T^a"re5ecferi-liring an LXCD pro.ra. quaUty assess-^ 
sidcred and re^ccucL , 

n,ent as an additional task.. ^ . . 

Xn order to resolve ^^^^^.f --.^.rerS^^profentatives , 
Washington in early Januar^- J;^ /^^f care Unit, the LICD 
of the OCD/HEW Ev.->luat °n -a"J ^ ^^^^ Unit who , 

:,as^:fsoTe'^"-'-'"^ ^'^^^^^^^^ " ■ 

rrarn,eetin,; tHe >ni -V- -re Ch.ef Sam^Cra^^^^ 
,U.s siLifications/Lr Vermont s^ 

■was agreed that the LiCD P103CC - " a-spQcial meeting with- . 

specifications to Vermont wouW att^^^^^ the month and 

Ver„-.ont aj.d "a?'-'^"^ tance' in the development of procjiam 

;;°^}.?tr?n4ca^^^^^^^^^ 

This/i;ian was f-l^---^ ^-^^/irs^Sat! collec tron'^andTs'sess- 
ass.igned/to complete the t.^K ot 



ment.' 



X;anato's specifications wore explicit: ^ ' 

„ ■ -.n 1 imlt- -i ts. assessment of the 
.'Vermont CCD will li"i^t ts • question: 

F/vP day care P>^°^^f^^ ^°.ting the minimum standards 

identifio- Jr t.ic i "-^ mbH"^ "^ ■ 
Roau ircments issued m .1960. 

~7-Xt is expected that, answers will fa^l ^ntn two 
categories. ' , i ^ 

Yes (100% compliance) ■ , 

no!' (loss than 10.0% compliance) > ^ 

■ . uill require additional' explanation 
:;ri'crrequ.i-^eLnrs are not bei.g met, why not, 



" ' No 
(i.e. 
etc 



trt.«r«'«S/u;«rPo-t onl, .i.e., 



I 



'• 'fk ■ ■ . ■ ■ ■ 

In addition to that methoc5[p.^Log4/cal requirement^ Granato 
also •specified that ^ ' vij^i.^ , • 

\ ^ . ' «... 

■"vl. • Adult-Child ratio counts will include actual 

. attendance on the day of the site visit, pius the 

average weGkly or- daily enrollment figures for that 

site. Evaluation of thi.s data v/ill be based on '\ 

t Granato 's interpretation, of over-enrollment to achieve 

average ratios. c , . ■ ^ 

\ _ • * ■ . r 

"2.. Homes and centers will constitute the m'ajor cate- ♦ 
aories to be surveyed. , * • ■ ^ ■ . *■ ' j. 

"3. At least 60% of the fifty . sites^ surveyed must haVe ^ 

received ' seed ' money or ' s tart-up grants whi ch can be ■ " ' — 

associated with FAP needs."!/ o 

Given the constraints of the task, ^the Chief Licenser, . . 

Rolland -Gerhart, developed a questionnaire which followed, the • ^ 

FIADCR ■ format, witli a few modifications. After Granato had 
approved the use of the, form,' several stafie employees^ partici- f 
pated' ii]p a brief training session and went into the field to 
^ollect the data. The results of this effort were summarized 
in Gerhart ' s. 'report which is reprinted in ful^" as Appendix P. 

• ^ ' » ■ .i- 

The report is, on the whole, self-explanatory . It Reveals 
the -difficulties ^encountered by Vermont, st^f in following the 
rigid specifications laid down on them.- Gerhart '.s introduction 
also reflects disappointmen't with a metiiodology which did "not 
produce m^ch substantive information about program quali.ty. 

"On th6 other hand, since it wast^^ Vermon t s taf.f decision , - 

to use. the FIADCR format and phraseology,* it seems unrealistic . "• > ' i 

to find fau3.t with that document fo. its "lack of clarity" or * . ■ " ' 

"vagueness .." . a ' ' ' . ' 

Regardless, evaluation is not a test to be "passed or 
failed',' it is a management tool which gathers d ata regarding . .' ■ 
process and product of a program ;in order-, to affect decision- * " . 
. making . • In dther words, e;valuation attempts to, measure hbw . * ^ • 
efficiently and ef f ect ively * an drg^izational system moves " ^ 

toward its end results and how well it actually does accomplish » 
those results. • f ■ . " 



1/ Program Quality Assessment/ Working Outline./ January 14, 1972. 




ERIC 



- 2G1 



^ Therefore, in the judgment of . LICD staff evaluators, tljc 
information gleaned from the FIADCR compliance "test" was 
inadequate -for purposes of determining achievement 6f program 
quality. Jn fact, the limitations of the techniq^ue did not even 
produce meaningful information about FIADCR compliance for 
the rda.sons given by Gerhart in his report: J 

.....failures could and did occur at 99%, 90%* 
as well^ as. 0% compliance, but that^ali scores 
^ ^ less- than 100% have been' noted as failing... 

This severe tes ting and scoring cri teria 
multiplies and exaggerates the significance 
of ar;y reasonable human error such as un- 
resc?l,ved controversy and interpretation of 
the rules, the intent of the instruments 
questions and_^- the evidenc.e code, to unusual 
^ consequences. It leaves no room for a< 
usual or reasonable ins-tance of error. 
One instance of error irf one section of- the 
. ' entire instrument is enough to fail the 

whole .....'.* 

The Evaluation Instrument is a single, 
document that did not speak to the differences 
of maturation of the . services it tested'. 
, t Being a^ single test instrument it required 

the same level of performance of services . - *' 
' "'hardly born as vi^fdid tc/ tnose in early • ^ 

infancy, and ' in , Vemont no service is more, 
than three years old... , 
■' 

. Th& instrument then . can only be seen as an ■ . 
indication of the nature 9f the strengjbhs 
and weaknesses of the day care facilities 
it evaluated, rather than an ulti'mately 
precise and definitive precision tool, * , * 
' except that its tolerance in scoring was r 

unusually critical-..." V 

. ' Finally, by testing compliance with FIADCR in thrc way, no 
assessment was made of the extent to which the FIADCR standards'^ 
were 'known and understood by the ^person's surveyed. .Nor was'. • 

..there an- attempt to evaluate the "sj^ate ' s efforts in establishing,, 
promoting and mQ.nitoring compliance"' wi.jth those standards. 

The test results, therefore, present a negative- view of 
"certain conditions without adequate expiration of how or why' '. 
those conditions exist. More importantly, the results tell us 
nothing a-jout the impact of tho .prqgram on the children served , 
a rather significant oversight ,f dr^ V child' care program quality ' 
assessment. - ■ 



1/ * Appendix P 
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V ^ . ' * . Ch te r 5 « 
Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C) 




Chapter f' . 
.Community Coordinated , Child Care 4-C 




The Develepment of the 4-C Program in vVermont 

■ In 1969, the Federal Panul on Early Chioldhood islsfted .the' 
Interim Policy Gui.d'^ ^''f or the 4-C Program : Pilot Phase . Its 
introduction j.ncludes an incentive for state's to develop the 
4-C Program:- "The Federal Government, -because of its interest 
in and sponsorship of the 4-C Program, .wil^. extend certain j 
priorities and benefits (see page 25) •to communities operating 
*local 4-0 Programs." 1/ 

• ' » > . 

On Page- 25, the Guide lists Title IV-A funds and OEO tech- 
nical v-assistahcgi as two sources of federal* funds for financing 
. the..actiyities of. the 4-C. In June;... 1969 , the State Office of ' 
'••Economic Opportuaj^ty learned about potential assistance to 
Verniontls day care program through Titld=iIV-A from Preston 
Bruce, Director-of the'^ilEW 4-C of f ice 'in -t7a"shington. .Three 
months later, "Vermont.'"s 4,tC committees; began -to organize' and 5 
the Bennington and Manchester 'Day Care*- Cen ter s signed the 
first Title IV-A Child Caire- Service • Contract with the state: * 

o . . ■ " 

; . At the outset, Vermont planned to create ten 4-C areas,* 
and^.for the next , year arid a half, 'the State OEO energetically 
worked to develop -^-C area- committees .« 2/ ' There^ was another 
pay-off ^;16ng the way. when, in, April, 1970, the 4-C federal \ 
regional committee of f icially -"i^ecognized" Vermont's State \ 
4-C Committee, making it .the first so designated in the .'nation. 

M^,anwhile,. the FAP pretest idea cor>tinued to grow and 
develop. In April', 1970,-' the Vermont legislature approved the 
federally - funded statewide FAP pre^test. HEW and the Department 
, of Labor signed contracts with Vermont, and work began July 1, 
1970. 3/ \ . ' ■ ■ ^ . • 

1/ I nterim Policy Guide for the 4-C Program Pilot Phase , p.l'. ■. 

2/ This plan, howeve'T, was.^modif ied .'to adjust to' community 
, response and Vermont jfefyentuallv established eight ^-C 
area commi ttees^, ^ See Appendix E~2: . 

V ' ... ■■" • . • . 

3/ See Figure 2 - Planning Ctiroi^logy Chart, p. -14 9. 
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The Vermont-HEW child care section of the.FAP contract 
stipulated that "A portion of the actual * operation ' s money 
^hall.be used to demonstrate the potential of the 4-C concept . 
in starting and operating day care centers in homes across 
Vermont." _!/ 'To meet this requirement, -the Day Care Operations'' 
Unit in the State OEO was given the responsibility »to develop, 
(^ay care services through* the 4-C mac^hine'ry. ... 

In February , 1971,. Bennington 4-C'receivcd the state's 
first Title IV-'A Planning Grant , which authorized the expendi- 
ture", ^of Federal funds- to assist in the planning and development 
of its 4-C program. The following month/ the State FAP 
Planning, and Day Care Staffs began tb formulate an adminis- 
trative role for the area 4-C committees ;i'n their implementa- 
tion of FAP 'at^d Title ' IV-A . day care services. |^ ' 

By. this time, four' ofi. the area 4-Cs had' signedpr^itle IV-A 
Plajining grants; but only Central Vermont h4d recaaved a Title^ *, 
IV-A Service Grant. The distinctions between planning' and 
service contracts are important because these contracts' were 
entered into during .the FAP pretest's planning phase . And * 
since tHe service contracts provided operationail funds, the 
area 4-C committees were engac,*ed in plannimg and operations 
simultaneously . :■ B^ut they - dj d no,t receive administrative funding 
until the childr care servi-ce contracts were signed in November, 
1971 despite their important role as the administrative link 
between the s'^ate and the local day care operating sites. 
According to the original concept, the 4-C organizations were 
to- be assessors of child care needs and developers of resources 
.to meet those needs: There was no legislation or fu-iidincf for 
a '•■4-€ Program", t « 

Although the FAP arid Title IV~A Service Contracts charged 
the " 4-Cs wi'th • the ' responsibility f or certi f ying. el igibility. ■ 
and re^Ia'ted -fee' collccti'ons," Futrell'.s March 4th memoran- -^. 

dum detailed those responsibilifeiefe as described in^' the pror 
■posed consolidated FAP-IV-A ■Service' Contract. Buring the 
following months^ the 4-Cs continued to ^sign Title IV--rfuPlanriing 
and Service- Contracts aind FAP . -Service Contracts. 'Rutlr^d 4-C., - ' 
signed a direct FAP service' grant' contract to test an alterna- 
tive financial management • systemv . (This made Rutland *the only 
4-C which received lump sum payments .from the statfe- and proce*ssed 
its own vendor bills^ and payments. ) ' ■' 

' ■ • " - • 

1/ Memorandum:- Kathy Futrell to Dan Holland, March 4, -1971. 



' ERIC 



4 




- 265 - 



^ In addition' J:o the planning arid . service* contracts rour 
A-C •bommittee^.^ had contracted for seed grants ■ to *deve''.op new j 
day care ^services to meet :irea day care needs. riach M-C com- 
mittee eventually found itself with several state contracts, 
each covering different types, of funds . and. servrjes for differ- 
ing periods of time-. In August, 1971, W lliam Cowles , Secretary 
of -Vermont^' s new^Agency of Human Services, established the Office 
of Child Development, appointed Dr. Joan Babbott Director ajid 
transferred all child, care operations from SOEO to the hew 
State OCD/ By November, 1971, in order to reduce 'the problems 
resul^ting from the multiple. -4-C State contracts , -a' new FAP/IV-A 
Child care Service- Contract was prepared by the state which ^ 
terminated and' superseded a^ll ,the existing contracts. Once 
signed this new contract brou^ght 'all previous agreements 
together-iTi one. document. ; By .January, 197.2, all. the 4-Cs 'except 
Rutland had signed the new > contract . The'*rxew Child Gary Service 
Grants, in addition to authorizin'^ the 4-C to administer and-*2 
coordinate Title IV-A and FAP m6n;Les for day care operations, 
also provided funds to support, a 4-C adn^inistratiVe staff, 1/ 

While still part of the State. OEO , the day, care operations 
unit developed a .draft document wliich spelled otrt local imple- 
mentation of FA.P IV-A day .care through the regional 4-C committees 
This documeijt contao,ned the following specifications: 

- The reqiLiest for a regional admin*si?i?«iion^ 
\ girant must bevprepared and submitted/ bK. the 

^ Regional 4-C Committee to the State Offi^ 

> '■ of Economic Oppprtfunity' for approval. 

gj;ant request* for funding ^Quld ijriclude 
the following : \ 

"l". work- program detailing the 
objectives 'and'planned/activities of i the . 
administrative st0ff. The request ."should 
be consistent with- the regional- '4-C :dev^lop.r- 
ment plans and priorities a nd\ should, a fiord 
■ a- sound basis "for funding. • - - / ■ 

. • 2. A" copy of the work program budget, 
together, with job specif ications for /. 
/ . positions • to be funded; ^ (A draft budget* : ' 
and job specification is, attached , ) 

, \ ■ ' ' ' ■ ■ 

^ 3". The request should cite the- 

,V'* '; * projected o^atp of operations and should "be 

^ received by the Day Care Operations Unit in 



i/ At first, Beh^ningtpn 4-C did hot receive administrative funds 
■ - because its . plan had Ipeen rejected on the- grounds* that " the 
salaries budgeted.:fpr the . stfaf J wer^ .considered too high and 
there was some confusion about the job "specifications ■ in the ■ 
OCD planning .guidelines. By March , 197 2., ^ B.enning ton * s' 
Administrative plan still had not- been approved', even though 
Its Child. Care fvervice Contract ha^ been signed three ifionths* 
earlier . - . ' , . . 
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the starting d^te. i> . ^ f -^^^ to 

; Licb Splete^^^^ 

■ ■/ ■ ' The' 4.-^c: P lanning and^Organiiation P rnn^^c;. \ " 

aram '^thrf'H^ ^ o^^ ^ ILteri). ^PQlicy Guide for the Pro ^ / - ' 

£ram, the ^ Federal Paner-BrEiVi;;. Chi Id ho oav recognized that : ' 

.Many cornmunities. have alreadv. set up i ' , 
V. . coordinative mcchari isms" which have objectives -* 
\ . similar; to the 4-C Program, Coordina.ting 

* .^ft^;i;^t.ies-may be carried out by ' the office of 7. ■ ' • 
. the-^Mayor or County cbmrnission , a local ■ " 

^ ^^^f^^e ^^'^^cy/- a Health ^nd Wel^ . 

^ . community Planning Council, Commiihity Action « > 

Agency, ModM Cities .Agency , , ory6the2^ type ■ ' 
°f ocga'ni'^auior.. Rather tha.n s^ar tinX^j ' " f 

■ - gompletely new aro ^nizat-ion , first co nsTdera- 
X tion should be given to whether an exisfTW ^ . , ^ 

/ V - o rganization can be expanded e!: mo difipd * - 

. - to :^uncLion a^s a 4-C Policy 'Committee', if an" 

existing organization. is selected, .however, ' ■ ' ■ 

■ It. IS imp.orta'tit. that a special committee be ' ' 

^^^^ted. which will .focus specifically on ehe ^ 
. projblems of yo\mg children, 2/ ' 

^' Hbi much ^^^^ considered relevant to this poiht'was: 

■ exT.Mna ^.^'^^^d^^^tioj. did Vermont 4-G organizer^ give tc,.- 

existing agencies^ For. example, . what was the linkaae wi^'h w ' 
rWmooski Mode"" Cities SAapnnv^TvH J-inxage witji the - . 

^honf Iw.. u Z :f^gency an-d its.fday care program? What 

about ihe Head- Stari:. Operations throughout the state? ■ What ' ' 

do?bf wit^^^^^ with^OCCSA l^in the Northeast K^ng- " ' 

.dom' or with^othey. Community Action agencies?, . • . 

- ■ The Libp. inv^.igation also/sought answer^s to ^0^/ ' ■ V 

E OCCS^'^^ e%p?.hed - . ' . ^■ 

when OCCSA played siich ,a heavy cooMnative rple wTbr^he dav " ■ 

/care centers in the ^ Nor theastern/^ion? .Was ^e ^-Tin the^^ 
Northeast Kingctom- less effectiv^ because it dirnot play thl 
wXfiT '^-PPo-d.- to play? • Or! if i.t did ■ 

. by OCCSA?''^ (loV^^^^ services already being^ 'provided ' 

•.:fap- Child crr:'srrri'ces'whe^^;^^^^^^ • .-^ 

w.r. merged- With Head Start childre^ ) .^^S^f t " J^Sek ' 



A/ ..^eajW l 4-C Committee Adm'\nS strative>(;r ^n/:p^;.oo^M>^^ 
Vermont Day Care Unit, ^70 , — i:-roceaure , 

2/ Ibid , "p. 1 • . ■• ' • ' .'■ 



y, 6GCSA,,0rleans 'Count/ Councii pf Social Agencies. 
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the emerging Windsor 4-C and the Springfield H^ad Start develop 
as a result of competition rather than cooperation between 
SEVCA (Southeastern Vermont' Community Action) and FAP day care? 



Typical 4-C Organizational Problems 

Some of the 4-C Leaders described a few of their problems 
during the organizing phase. One 4-C board chairman stated that 
the. 4-C received "too. much" technical assistance because- 
the people at the local level' did hot know fiow to' interpret and 
implement . federal programs, and had no prior • experience with 
such matters. Confused^by t:'^e conflicting interpretations-" 
between the State CCD and ■ f rideral of f icials , some 4-Cs felt 
themselves caught in the middle and' providing a "battlogroXincI 
for the, federal and state bureaucrats". 

/ The LICD investigation revealed that the 4^ leadership 
seemed to be confused about source o'£. technical assistance. 
This could mean (1) they didn't care as lonq as they got the 
help, (2) they were never told where to " get help, or (3) th^^y 
, did not understand .the state administrative structure," We 
learned that all eight 4-Cs received technical* assistanc<^ in 
organizing, but only one indicated that the State 4-C com- 
mitted provided assistartce through state ^informational meetings. 
None of the 4-Cs -said they had any contact with the Washington 
4-C Office (HEW/bCD) . , Five 4-Cs received assistance from the 
State Day Care Unit- and son\e of them still identified the unit 
with State OEO, although the new State Office of Child Devlelop- 
meht had been in existence seven months; at the time of our 
inquiry. Five 4-Cs identified other sources of technicpil ! . 
assistance such as the State FAP P^lanning Unit , local and state 
Mead Start personnel , the local' CAP Agency and Bostbn Regional 
people . i/ . . ' . . 

• One 4-C- had a rocky beginning with its administrative staff 
The .Project Planning Director began to work for the 4-C in '"July, 
197 1 ,r^under . a "g^^ntleman ' s agreement" ■ with the 4-C .Policy- 
Couri'dr.r which yrksded f or 3 rrtbnths,^ Eventually, he was able to 
get a signed contract and received his first pay check. When 
this director was interviewed by LICD , he said, thjat when he^ 
had first started work no-cne had told " him anything, about his 
job. He did riot, understand the Title IV -A guidelines' or the 
procedure for IV-A matching funds. Eventually , he .learned that 
the state staff CCD's technical assistance became his best" 
source of helu, 

17 In one case, Vern Clogston, a staff member of the state'. da;)' 
care , unit, was identified with a local Head Start Program. 
■ Reahbel Edwards f rom i3oston ' s HEW/OCD office and chairwoman 
of the Federal Regional 4-C Committee ,^ was identified as ■ 
another source of . technical assistance to— one 4-C. 



Another leader said he wa^ "totally in tlic dark" as th^^ 
.4-C was orc>anizing. He said that the first 4-C chairperson 
had resigned ^and a new one elected when sud.d^^^ly one day, the 
4--C repeived a check for $12,000 froiri' the state' of Vo|"inont ^ 
with *no explanation, or budget detail. Subsecj^iotit ly ho-loarnod 
that the check was payment under a Title I^V-^/Fflp Planning 
Grant Contract which had been q^igned by the formec^^cha irperson . 
No one had explained either Title I'V-A cr FAP to the wdw chair- 
person who said he "thought cfiild care wa's child care".. Later, 
he signed FAP and IV-A service, fcontracts , whicli wor^,* followed 
by receipt of a FAP check ,thai?= aTsd arrived^wit'hov;t a budget 
o'r explanation. ' -5 * . , *■ , 

* .*'•>>. 

At this same ^C , the administr^t.i^ve direc tpr , wlio was }iired 
before the new chc irperson was electeci^ also didn't know 
about the FAP or 1/-A money . Furthermore , neither the chair- 
person nor the *4-C personnel committee could describe liow .the 
director was hired,* but thought "thc^ Mental Health Agency, did 
the hiring".- "^rom March until June, "that director's salary 
was paid by the Mental Health Clinic. , Af t'er ■ June 1971, the 
salary was paid by Title IV-A and FAP funds. 
' ' • •■ ' ■ ' ' 

The f oi^egoing exaimpl'e of . haphazard adifiinistration seemed 
.to reflect the "no one in charge" syndrome described in the 
LICD report on the planning process of the FAP child care pretest 
Repeatedly, 4-C leaders described their difficulties in getting- 
, aS^cura.te timely , information from "reliable" sov rc^ . . 
. 

4-C Area Characteristics ' ' . - . . 

'■ '. ' 

"^hree of the four northern 4 -Cs. (Central Ve'rmdnt , 
Morri^ille, and Burlington) aire closer . to Montpelier t'lan 
are the southern 4-Cs. However, .yeather, rough terrain and 
poor transpoDtation systems tend to. isolate" the northern areas 
from Montpelier. In general, Vermo.nt's northern countries are 
rural with a. few concentrated "urbarf areas"V' In the case of , 
the" Central Vermont *4-C -the population is. concentrated in 
Washington Cou^nty.* The Champlain Valley 4-C has wj.thin '^its 
.region Burlington, Vermontj'^s major "urban area. .The rest of 
the region 'is rural." The Lamoille 4-C has extremely varied 
economic' conditions with Stowe' being financially well* of f. com- 
pared to the rest of the .county vsUii-ch is an economically ,.; 
depressed av'ea. The Northeast Kingdom is a rural , isolated 
ar,"ea with' little industry. ' •. ^ % 

Most of the southern 4-Cs '/Waodstoc!" , Bennington and 
. Brattleboro) are loc^aced further *away f 1 om MohtpG^lier^.than - 
are the northern- counties . 8\hese southern counties related 
■to each othej^ a.greiat deal, as well as *to the nearb^f state^.>*' 
Be/inington and .RYtland. Opportunity"* Council\(B-ROC) was OEO * ■ 
funded which, faailitat^ed this North-South relation-ship. J* 
Brattleboro'-'and.. Woodstock communicated frequently thrqugh SEVCA', ' 
the '^outhea^stern ..Vermont Comxnunity ;^ction Agency. Springfield, 
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bordering Windham and Windsor Cotinties., was a large industrial 
ceViter and had a strong 5-C operation there! i/ ^ . • 

There appears to have been somq conflict betv/eeh the • 
Springfield 5-0 and the Windsor 4-C as it -was organizing. 
Although Rochester ife a parf of Windsor ^County , it tended to 
operate independently of the Windsor County A-C since it had 
an expanded Head Start program". Windsor County provided 
space for Rochester representatives'on the 4-C Board, but they 
had never attended any meetings. Hanover, New Hampshire . . 
played an active role in Windsor County ' s ^social problems. I TCD 
. iriv.^tigatoirs were told that the intellectual -community in 
'Hari6vcr tended to support social change issues found in , * 
n&ghboring White J^iver Junction, Vermont. ^ 

■ / •■ " ■ . ■ . 

Searsbury, Readsboro and Stanford of Bennington County 
''btten related to. Windham County or to Massachusetts because 
they were rural areas and depended on the school ^systems in the 
neighboring counties. ' Transportation .seemed to. be a major^ 
reason for these cross county and cross state relations. Very. . 
simply, we were told that "in Windham County thb iroads go ^ - ( 
better to Wilmington and to Massachusetts." ■ - 

'•The population of Southern Vermont, wis characterized 
as transient bc^cai^se a large number of agricultural popple , 
immigrated ,from Northern Vermont lookirf^ for work and. a large 
number o-f but-of -staters settled in Vermont "because** they iiXed . /' 
it^-for ^ variety of reasons. ^ ^ . , k 

\/'' • 

Fedjeral and State Expectations of the 4-C' Progra m . - / . 

Various do&timerit.s defined federal "and state guidelihe^^'"' 
.for 4-C organ"^izations ■ and their operational actsiyities; .In 
addition to the Interim Policy Guide for the 4-0 Program ^,^ the ^-iC^ 
were'bound also by the regulations and procedj^e.s ^escribpd in 
Title IV-A of^.th.e Social Security Act and the FAP Gui^gl-ine's , ^ince-. 
the ^-Cs were^'funded from" those source.-;. , The FAP 'Stafe and title 
IV-Aw contr<acts specified that, each 4-C r ist also comply v;ith the, 
'"-y ederaj^ Interagency Day Care Requi.rem ent- s and with Vermont:, 
licensing regulations , .including - public safety and health* laws - 

Theoretically, the concept of community coordinated 
• child c^re implied a system of ^local, development and con^- 
trol . (S>f. child care. Vermont's 4-C system, became a ' 
response to*!?.unding ..sources with aj.l';their requirem^ents • 
and* regula'tions . <Phe bureaUcrati^c. /spi'derweb ■ -sf', f^edeVal- (-J: 
state financial controls left li^tllle initiative to locals./;* ' * 
■.4-C committees v;hich couldn't provickv^day ' c^re services' 
without the public funds. Indeed, -the area 4-Cs existed 
only because they provided a layer of .decentralized adminis- 
tration between state government and .the day care providers. 

.... ' : /- ' " ■ ' ^ > 

1/ -S-C is Consumer Controlled Community Child Care,. # v 
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4-C Concept 



Essentially, thy "4-C ^rocirom" v.\ns a coord i. pa tl\'- mechanism' , 
whereby all .interest^Wl public, private and commo^ci.o*! agencies 
could cooperate v; i th lone;; another in the interest of : \ , 

1. * Iniprovi \u| tile quality of services o'fferod - . 
. ^ ■^5' '^'■"^-h 1 of . .^'.'^ J^^r ti c ipa ti ng agcnci^ l\ • 

■ . \ ' • • '. - " 

2. Assuring\ continuity , i n the coimnuni^ty ' s ^' 
' child care program for each familv. 

" ■ ■ \ . ■ ■ ■ ' ^ - . ■ ■ 

A 3^ lU^aching \tho maxijriuin number of famii ies* 

possible with top priority given to low- " , . ■ 

•income^ 'families , v;ith available v " f ■ 

resources. ■ • ': . 

4. Increasing ' oppor tun i t vos for r! eve loping • ■ , 

-staff competence. ■■ • , " 

' . ' ' ' 

• • _ . 5. • Developing the most; efficient, effective 

' and economical methods for delivering ' ■ ^ 

services* to children- and families. * ' • 

• , * ' ' '6. Insuring an* effective ■vof(-~'q in policy and 

pi^ogranii direction for [Sarents of children , ' 

- re<^eisving child care. . • ' ' '. - 

^ . .7. Mobilj./2inoj the resources T)f the community" •( ' . . ' 

.in s'ucJi a manner' as to- assure maximum • , • ' 

' • " ^ * . , fjublic ,^ private , agency ^nd indii/idual ' ' ^ c . » ■ " - 

vv^^ qpmmitment provide expended quality '*/> '* 

/. ' " ■ . chi^d care.-. (The 4-C PrograiB''is pri^narily . "' " • 

' . \ ' \ - y- concerned yith the coordination of. day 4r ^ v . * 

■ * \ ' c^re^end pii(S-school programs. Ho\irt!ver , ^ - . * - 

^ * ■ * " as the Prografh develops, it may becpmcf* . , ' * h\ , * 

• •* - concerned with the^'availability bf oth^r -^x- f 

' ■ * ^ ' ' - ' ' needed, serv.icps. f^r children in preschool , 

' ^ ^ oij, day carci program^ '•and eventually , ^school- . ^ ■ , ; 

^ " age children) ^and the coordination or 

' ■ ^ these community serviced witih preschoo]^ • .- * 

or day care programs. ' 

'8.^ Providing- opportunities- for career « * ' 

, development with and between cooperating . . 

." ' agencies. . .V ■ . \ I ' 



Vf Interim Policy Guide for the A-Z Program^ ^1969 , p. 5 
\ . . . • . -• 
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. • ■ "'he 4-C Interim Guide also described - how the '4-C could 

develop and coordinate quality day care services tg meet coiut 
^ munity needs . ■ . 

State ExpGcta.tion s ' 

-Vermont's Committee Proposal, .darted MaT^h 20, 19^2 anfi 

signed by Governor Davis, contained a strong state^^^ent p^ong;tijig 
child, development .•■ In that plan, the Vermont 4-C Committee v,'a*^/. 
"assigned the responsibility" to monitor programs and to re- ' 
conunend that all existing programs aqenc ies and * inst i tu t ions 
i>nv61ved in providing early childhood sejrvices assess -their 
polic ies^ practices , pr-ocedUres. end training "to insure that 
the. concept of the -whole qhild is being ■ adequately planned 
and implemented in op'err* ^ions . " This iresponsibiirty was 
reemphasi 7.ed in the sto^errient of the 4-Cs philosophy: 

The child grcws in his environment r his . * 
.family, his communi ty , * his world. Success* 
in life for' the child is a product of the 
total interrelated' development of the 
whole^ person ; of whe^t he 'knows and; how he 
feel's, and . how he gets along with people*,' % 
how he-looks on himself, ^and how well his 
body tunctions." "Society has thtt.' responsi- 
bility, for providing its own s.tructure to , ' 
•■■ ^-^ .^support the chi Id * s 'growth from conception ^ 

. fhraugh the continuum of life. Early » 
. '" childhood services ^re resources in^ che 

■ environment* which contribute to t^(2* nurture 
and development of^ children. The orga*ni- 
/ z^.tional delivery of these environfnenti^al 

resources must result from a commitment' to . 
the philosophy of interdisciplinary planning 
and "programming, to provide quality service 
. . for tne or^timum. well being of every child ■ . , 

in our society. Resouf'ce' must be. lea^ ' ^ 
.»>'5rag''mentary , *more dynamically interrelated^ 
and- serVed b/ personnel whq can ^■continually 
implem(^nt the :oncept of tj^ ^w)j61e child. V 

^ * ^ . • - . 
The remainder of the proposal 'supjpor'ted this . ob jec tive 
as did the Vei^mont State •4 -'C Manual which was .a reproduction 
of the 'i-C Manual prepared by the Day Care ' aiid Child Develop- . 
ment Council of America,. Inc.,- for use by StStoi' and local 4-C 
Committees. The ' I'^anual is designed to assist 4ocal commujiities 
in- establishing a. coordinated prqgfam of ciilld' care services'- 
. that meet the criteria eir^tablished ^in th-e 4-C Guidelines of 
March 24'>.'1969, which were also . included in Vermont ' s .4-C 
.-Manual. '.Clearly, the State 4-C Committee established its 
support for ' the development of qua-i'ity chi Id 9are services in 
Vermon t . ' ' ' 



1/^ Vermont State 4-C Xlommi ttee Proposal. , ^ March 20, 1972 , p. 2 
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In a State PAP Planning , Staf f interoffice memor ' ndum ^• 
dated July 15, 197J*, a "4-C teclrnical Assistanco Packacjc" v 
outlined. It included the. follov;ing^ description of the 
state's emphasis and interpretation- of i the 4-C concept. 

Phi I o sophy/ob j ec t ives/}3rior itie s 

■ , ^ / ■ ' 

It IS as true of 4-C and the present child 
\ f Cairo effort as qX'^ any other go/^ernment-sponsored • 
program, ^ that the general objective?, given. . 
' \ ' limitec^ appropriations., is, to provide "the* 

greatest goo'ci" (i.e. the mos.t good for the * 
most peop^Ie at the best price). T-here are- two 
more si>p^ific purposes that child- care serves: 
^ child ^care should enable parents and/or other 

guard'iaris of children tio seek and accept pre-, 
paration for employment in which children can 
d-'evelop.^ In line w.ith - these ob jectiyes , < the 
/St'ate ahdf Federali g6vernmeW:s have cTev.elOped 
I ■ / standards of eligibility anfi fee schedules 

t, for child care that atteiiipt^to allocate these 
>'' *• limited appropr iat.firons . etfuitably cJn the basis 
, " of need and certain prri.jriti.es. It*is fairly 
clear, however,* that the State, and Federal 

. . . governments, have, dec-i^ed - tha t- "the-^ gr^'eatest' 

good" can Sest be' served ^with limited child. 
' ^^<care appropiriarions ^by ^identifying faniilfes 
^ ^ in need ''"rather^.^.thah ■ childr.ea. in--;-n That" is, 

■ ■ the chi'Idren from families in ,^. need (oh the 

basis of their rela tionship-:::to some poverty ' * ■* 
i-ndex , and . tiheir acceptance of preparation . - 
for Gmplo:>Tuent^and/c^r employment) are eligi,)3le 
for child care, 'rather than the f ami lies of 
* chil'dnen in 'need (on the b.asis of some develop- ^ 
mental, indice^s , for instance). 

^ . General ope^rational objactives", then, are 
. ■• ■ ' ■ ;:fairly cleaV. Child care should be "good 

enough", to meet the -need? of^tlie . fam.il ies . 
and "good enough", to .mee,t ' tlre 'needs of the 
. ch..ildren". Using the 4-C concept (and other 
;.--^.-.<3. integrating mechanisms 'where applicable) it 
,- v is' hoped that administration at the Federal, 

X^. . Stat'e atid ^ocal levels will deliver child care 

\ " with a minimum 'of- wasted time and money and that 

' • " coordination op progra^as and resources at .the"; *. 
' Federal , 'State and local levels will reduce v 

overlap to a* minimum* 'and sor^.ad: the availixi=ble' ' " 
. • . . wea 1th as f ar • a.s ' pbs s ji^jDleT^^^More- spec if ica 11 y , 
, ' "child carc^ Which purports to l^e- "good enough." 

\ to m6et ■ the needs o<*"the families should be 

. \ *■ ' able to validate this (;ilaim (e.g., do parents' 
■ indicate satisfaction with the child c-are th<^y . 
\ -.are receiving? Are patents leaving or not 
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, \ that claim T o v^r?d validate 
Y both families I^S chiir' "" "^^-^s 

P?Vri.ties such t 4 pro«.^%"?'"^' '^"^^ '■'"i^^^^^^^ 
. . ■ dealk with. ""^^^ systernatically 

, families who arrprcLnM -'^^^^ 

■ ' Paration forXemplo^^oAt ^ empK^yed or' in pm- 

. " • • ^ program. Gi)T/-l°,^''^l^'' J $6 , 4 50 , 000/yeir 

. - care curVenaJ TrJo fn. ° ^"'^'^''"^ 

' that child care to ho ^ ■^^^°^'™'^"t ^nd, given 
>?chool aged child\^ "'ade available to - 

■ . '^•'^il'^ren! thfprSn,^'/°^^ a^- pre sc!iciol • . 

: becomes severe' nr^"°f.?^^^g"ing ipriori tie-s 

• not much L?-fcs ,1\"r^f,=^^^ 

i this includes substant^i , f million and 

■ i. significant Statf share " ' 

interest because of the' ^ •t^''"'"'''^ f'°'^"^^ral 

■ ■ , ■ '^^"^ these families •woniri 'v !--'' '^"^^^'^ted 

• ' stantial^telief ,^ho th/''^.''^^ 

•- . .• Vere are- some suggStloni'"' ^^-'^ '^"^ ^■^^^'-^^ . 

;s:r ^s-n :j^tL^^ 
■•. • ' r ■. .?:r^^p&t^r^^^^^^^ ■ 

••••• '--5^^- tov ■ 

who arc "mosrin^'eld.-'' n°'^'^^^^^ 
: . - - . . .... could refer both tn m " ^^V'^'^^ of neSd 

tionship to somo ^ ^'^la- \ ■ 

• • . to the LaiiabTlitv °^P°^^'rty and 

of care fe a ^' "t^^-^r .source.^ . 

o \ -inlV^ accessibility to 

\ = neighborhood ■care), ' 

/ , • • ■ : Vare "most iin L^d" °nca'"' 

* ■- , • . ■ could refer tft^f^o\-^ 
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Thero must also be a plan for . 
distribu ting child care equ i tably 
across the state. Therd should, ' 
perhaps, be ■ some sort of variable , 
quota assigned to each regional 4-C 
area based on ^ its^Dopu la tion and its 



rela tive need 



as'Tjpr Loritized above , 



1/ 



It must be noted tha^ the Federal Panel on Early Childhood 
(in the . ^-C Interim Policy Guide ) anticipated diversity and 
'lexibility in the coordination of methods and agreements 
pluntarily developed at the local level. 'Miowever," it was 
eiiphar^ized , "the over-riding consideration is that the program 
miVst solve the disadvantaged . ",2/ Given this emphasis, we found 
tlmt the 4-Cs. felt pressured' to consider only poverty f ami<rl"i^ . 
A iVumber of -l-C leaders expressed resentment that the 4-C was 
bei\ng identiiTiec^ and equ'iited with poverty and not , with child 
dovV;. jpment and they pointed to the FA'P and IV-A- eligibility 
requirements as their evidet^'ce. 



LICD\Findings and Analysis 



..n March, 1972-, two LICD inve.<5t9igators ,^ach. interviev?ed ' ■ 
four the eight area 4^C, leaders, IVi several ca ses where " ■ . 
the 4-« director- had been working less than a month-, the « 
4->C BoaYd Chairperson was also interviewed, j ^ 

Eadti interview w&s structured to retrieve information 
on the d\iy cai^e system in Vermont. Specifically, t*he intej^ 
views werle designed to discover the 4-C leader s' , percepti/n 
and knowledge of their own role and activities within the 
total statewide -'system. The interview guidV was divided 'into 
the following major categories: . ) - - ' 

General Background , >:*eople , Places , Systems , Time , . . 
Things, Money, Licevisi.ng, Ancillary Services, Fee 
Rate Schedule" and Child/Adult Ratio. " " * 

"^ ' ■■ • • . ' ' ■. 

4-C responses to each of these categorical s.^,bj,ects are 
described below ahd' provide some insight concerning their 
allocat-ion , use, (jrost and programmatic^ impact , . ' 

' ■ ^ Each of the first six categories represents tx Yresource of the 
system; ' People includes the huv(\an ^r^sources available the 
4-C 'such as the Polipy Committee, the 4-C administrative staff ■ 
and thre eligible day care families.. ' Places is concerned with 

".sp^ce ^M. facilities. Systems include the day care delivery 



T7 Wrist.en, to Futrell, July 15, 197^1, pp. 3 and 4. 

2/ Procedural details are discussed ' in the LiCD- Ana^lysis 
of 4-C Operations pn pp. 283-284. ; 
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systeri, procedures, infornaLion s\^st(jms," financi..i.l sysVoms, 
coinmunicaLioj) syslicms/ :\rA mSnitorincj and evalualiion iivstioms. 
Time deals wiLh the use- of Lime as* an' o'poratinq ' f ac Lor . 
Things includ-- v/riLLen n^a Ler ia 1 s , su]j>plies/ equ i j:mon t a nd 
furniture . ' M oney oovers all aspects of.handlinq ip.crMi\o' and 
e>;penvii Lures . Four oLhor areas ;wcre s.elGc Led ror spcoia I 
analyses; These were/; Licensing. , respecially the A-Cs 
re la L ion ship' Lo liceitsing polic ies and proced urns ; A noi l lary 
Services , but limited to' the 4-G--::tole in .providing heciIthT 
food • and Lr. :nspor La Lion services; Foe-l^a te schedules 
concerning; the roj:p qf. 4-C in this area; and tlie Child/Adul t 
Ra fios and the 4-.C." rolo in' enforcing compliance wi th the 
requiremen ts . ^ r 

P eople 

4 ~C Q r ga'n'i 2 a L i o n 

■ '.■■,(■•■-."■ -t . ■ ■ ■ 

■ o Po 1 ic y Co . m i L L e e 5 ■ 

J\l^ ,-.ght 4-C I^olicy Committ.ees had elected officers 'and 
all had aii execu Live doard or commit Lee. In one case, the 
executive. /body v;as called a steering committee and consisted 
of a few selected board representatives in addition Lo the 
elected officers. Five 4-C Commi Ltees 'used subcommittees 
LO carry out 4-C r.esponsibi 1 i L i es . . In four cases., the' 
subcommi L Lees 'were extremely active during the organizing 
days, but . became' ' less active ar t.h»: .1-C became ;nore establishec)^ 
,and hired an administrative stalf . Rarly on, ail had commitLer(js 
Lo write by-laws. ' These commiLLees were either dissolved / 
as their work was completed or performed diff.erenL functions 
under new* names. • ■ ; ." \ 

Some of the other committees v/hich played impof tan l\ roles 
in organi 7.ing the 4-C i nc 1 uded Fi seal Coord ina t ion and Fund itig , 
Member siiip , Fund Raising, 'Personnel, Policy-making, Screen i-hg 
(responsi'ble f.or cerLifying eligibility)-. Out-reach .(relsponisi-.. 
ble for recruitment fit ].e IV-A' Grant, Program DGveloqmeni/ 
and Research, and "a Comnuinity Planning CbmmiLt;>5e . i The i^e? com- 
mittees" were noL univ^ersally found in all the 4-C^ but .weOT 
examples, of some of Lhe commit Lees operating during., the d/2- 
velopmenL stages of- 4the 4 -G . Some: of them becomo active v 
from time to Lime to re f qrmula Le or develop ^po 1 ifcy as reeded - 
Some of the m^re on -going committees included I^ay Care, *, • 
SURwer , Before and Af Ler- School , Sp'eclal InteresL (respons i l^le 
for "one-shoL" activities ■ -£6r the children and for look'ing 
into new areas'^, Coi-,f)rchensive Health/ Advisory, Leg is la tj 
(responsible for up-Lg-dat<i?Oinf ofmation on st^Jte and fed 
legislation regard ing . chi Id care) , and Recreation , 




ral 



.By March 11 , 1972 , a num^ber 'of .4-Cs were bv^gi-nning 
direct their orga^iizing energies toward Before /and After 
School and summer programs: Only onc^ 4-C indVeated that its 
committees were ineffecbJi^e because of 'Vin-f ijihtj.ng" * In 
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tJiat the aircctor r.Kidi-. all the policies and 'bocamc tiho 

«sca poQ oa I: who n t: h .i nq .s wc n t w r onq . T t i s i m 1 1.' re s t i 119 to no t c 
thot this same 4-C was not in\':jlvGd j.n any way i.n "dei ivc?rincj 
or co*ord i ra t Inq supportive sorvi^-es tor its day care operators. 
Another 4-C, whose subcorrmnttees ^:ontinvii?d> their activity 
aft-:!* t-he administrative staff was hired, was tho most active 
4 ~C in p r p v i d i i v.j s u ; o r t i v e services for -i t s da y c a r c ope r a I- o r s . 

Seven 4-C Policy Comn; i t tees 'con s is tod of parents of day 
care children, day. cart.? si to opera tor s , and .'p'-ibl ic agency . 
staff. Four 4-Cs had community individuals and private 
agency sta f f . r-oprosonted 'on their boards . Three halt com- 
munity oryani ?.a t ion roprjOsehta tives and business people on the 
4~C Policy Committee. Only one board identified a "housewife" 
representative. 

■ . j 

A number of 4-C leaders statcfi during the . interview that 
the ^^iihrd was required t;o have equal representr3tion from threi 
sectors*. private 'agencies, public agencies and parents.**. This 
was dowe in order to meet ^a f edera ' and state. impC'St'd' require- 
ment in order to^^xeco i V(> 4-C recogn it ioi^ . One- 4-C defined 
its three categories as follov.s: * ■ ^ 

./■ \ 

1. ^Representatives of pub 1 ic ^nd;' p r i va te 
. agencies whose interests are in child-care. t 
services or whoso responsibilities -affect 

tmi development of children's programs., 

2. ' . Representatives of privcl'te voluntary and 
' Professional organizations , interested 
..citizens, and professional people having 

^an^ inte^'est'in child care programs . . ''^ 

3. - Parentis 7f c hil dren receiving services 

or eligible to receive services , represe>nt- / 
-*ing parent groups. ■ ' ' ' 

There were several ways committee fniembers were chosen. 
Most comroonly, members were both elected and appointed.- The 
elected members were voted on by. i,he membership at .large, 
or by the parents at. day care centers. Appointed members . * 
represented private and 'public agencies and were app6inted. 
by their agency's administrator. One 4-C had both appointed 
and volunteer • members ." The "appointed members represented** 
interested public and priva»te' agencies . The volunteers were 
interested indi^^iduals . Xni another 4~C, some> members weire 
elected by the membership at large while others were " . . 
volunteers. In two other 4~Cs,*^all the board members . were 
elected. 



. A«gency Representatives 



J 



■ Several '4-C li?^ders expressed concern that , agency people 
appointed to the 4-C Policy Committee 'were not free to speak 
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in support of thc.ir personal opin.i.ons for fear of losing • . 
their jobs. One..'4r:C director saiof it would be better, for 
agency peopl.e to participate if they .were [iGrsonci lly interest- 
ed, and that working for an agency' shoui-cl be a secondary 
consideration . In her eKper iencc , the 4-C leadc^r Soid., agency * 
peopl?e had supported her in private but not at the .public 
meetings. 

Paren t_^ Kepr esen tat j.vr.s and Others ' . 

■ ' In pne 4-C therq were some problems' -wi th board member-s . 
resigning or not particip.%'ting . The consumer parents, for 
example, did not attend meetings", weife not very v.:rioaa. unci 
seemed to be overwhelmed by the other members- Other 
members resigned because they 'said "they d.ldn ' t have time" 

4 ~C Policy Committee Meetings ; , ■ ' 

. • -j . ■ / ■ ■ . . 

Most 4-C Policy Ccn'jnittees met monthly and only two met 
irr.egularly . In many cases, the Commi ttees /met - more frequently 
as the 4-C was organizing ■ and before +-;he 4-C a'dministratiye 
•staff was hired-. Several of the\^0^^^S>-:^ii4^Xei^s stated that 'the 
board or committee must meet at least tNur/ times a year. 
One 4-C board had. not , met for siK months aVfter. the new president 
was elected because-, ^liie said ,* she could not* "get the execut ive. 
committee together.". On the w hole,.. It appeared "that ^some 4-C 
committees- began' to rca lize ^Seir potential as- vra-bi'e commun..ty 
organizations which could proyide signifyicant volunteer services: 
t o . the ' sta tewide day care effort. 

o Administer a tive otaff 

, -In March, 1972, all the . 4-C Commi/ttees had paid 'Hdmlnrstra- 
tive staff lexcept Bennington,. wKose administrative pl^ri'.'had not 
yet been approved. 

The average, size of staff was '3/4 With a. range -of two 

to seven . ■ We found tha t evSry staff Zing pa tteirn- varied , as 

did" the distribution of basic dutieg common to all 4-Cs. 

ij... • . . / 

The 4-C Leaders 

-V . Thirteen 4-C* leaders ^-zere - int^r-viewed . Four of these 
were employed elsewhere. Three - of/ tV'ie »four 4-C *bocrd chair- 

'women worked. One ran a, .free school, one ran 'a group day 
care home, and the other v/as a ch/l.d welfare supervisor or- 
operations for the ^tate Welfare Department. The fourth 

.person worked part-time for the 4/-C and part-ti'nie for' Head 
Start. 'T)ie other nine' 'persons in'terviewed '^6r<S! -employed' by"/ 
4-C.V . . •.. ' • , 



1/ See- Appendix M-1 People Par tiGipat^on 



A number of intcrvlGwecs ' indicated that their prio.r work 
experience had proved useful in their 4-C work. Experiences' 
included^: ■ ' , " ' ^' 

o Educator running a free school 

o Teache* * . ■. ^ ■ . 

o. Day Care or Nurser>4 School G': ra* 

Internship in a 'preschool program « * 
■ ' • f 

o Mental health work' (as. a director, counselor /"secretary; 

o Administrative secretarial woi"k ■ • ' . 

o -Head Start experience^ (director , *staf f , volunteers, ■ 
etc. - 

o Group therapist wTt? youth on probation and 

alcoholics ' . « ^ 

o Child Welfare Service worker. 

4-C- Activities * ' . ■./•..''. 

A few members "of ■ all freight 4-C Policy Ccmmittees were 
directly involved in day .care ' operations before they became 
Policy Committee members but- only four 4-C .Commitjiees had 
members^ who volunteered at a day care site. ■ * 

* • • * ^ , ■ • ' , 

Alj^cff the board members of one 4-C volunteered at d-ay 

care-^^nters when they were needed. This was the same 2i-c \ . 

that'^ad extremely active subcommittees. One<4-C Policy 

Commir.tee CJ^airman was t le director 'of a Head Start -. 

research, and denonsl: r.*i t j on project, was, also the dir^^ctorj of 

the local CAA Child^ Development component and was a parent. 

of a '4-0 day care child in another region. ' 

\ ,o • Title I'V-A & FAfi Act.ivlMes ^ .' - ' . / 

Seven 4-Cs allocated the responsibility for efigibility 
certification , -..vendor .approval , file maintenance, and the 
billing pr'ocedure to the 4'C Administrative Staff. '.Only in 
Bennington, where there was -no administrative' staff > did a ■ - 
Policy Board member take, responsibility for those tasks. 



o Training 



T'he 4-C Policy -Committees' involvement in training - . 
act'ivi'ties was minimal. None of the committees trained jji.s 
own committee membe2;s, "paid .■ stiaf f or volunteers." If £here 
was any training for the 4"-C admi nistrative / sta^f it was done 



wa 

tio 

4-C 



'did^'nof informal, as^^eeded basis.. The 4-C Poiicy Committeo 
did. not proyicje orienta^tow', in-service training or technical 

conduct^'dV^.h'': r^^"f '°'^-- orientation waf 

tr^rn?, ^ 4--C ad;inistrative staff, and some in-servio^ 

trainug,was occOSl^Qnally available from Head Start, a local 
community college, or the WM // Home Enrich„,ent program ■ 

iV dnv'^^ ■""""^"^"^^ ^■'^^'■"'^ it played a heavy^role 

I'nd hi °P^"tions, OCCSA. provided in-service training 

and. tecnnical assistance. ,Only four-4-Cs skid they used 
technical assistance from ilhe. State OCI) . 

j^Actrcrdjng Loa the Child Cbre ^Jdrvice ^ontiract , eachM-C 
requir-ed to assist its day" care, operators: ; * the pr(?parn- 
A n ^V^. ^,^."^^-!--3nnual st.aff. training schedules. After" the 
: VeviewGd those, schedules, the 4-C was supposed to ' 
sug,gtlst.rGgio.nal.tra irking, needs and.- pfr,lor>bics in the^fjolci 
nf prog-ram content, to the St-a-te Office 

ot LhAld Development for a statewide chilcr care ?caff. tr6,±n- 
ing prl^gram. SOCD was .respons.lble for training daycare 
■operatbrs after the .^-Cs" had identified/ training needs-. , 

r.or^^^' "^i!'' care Centers in one 4-C rdgipn were .said to have 
.d .good, working relationship withvthe -tat* OGD traiTier. 
AnoL-her .4-C. leader expressed a desire to' receive more -tech- 
""ll"^^^^^^^^^ feeling that this ' " 

Ano^h! ^^^^ '^'^y adequately -by the. state. . ■ ' 

Another 4-C leader, expressed" concern regarding the re- ■ 
organ:, zatipn of 60CDv.^say ing tha t ■ she .had . hea.'d . tha.t all 
CQrmai training programs^wer^B .to be eliminated. The word 
.vas .hat the new technicar-assis.tanee: unit (that .reblaced ' 
h L^fc^^'^c''^ ''°V^^ focus, its Tattent ion cn>o6kkeeping , -and ^ ' 
^^nvn?.^ i ' -^fr'K^ ^"^ leaders who-had been heavily 

involve! -with the state in training activities indicated 
tnexr ajsappqm-tment with the new , 'de-emphasis of ■ training . ' 

'^^'"V .^-'C- In t(^rim Policy Guide^. . however . J.ncluded * staf f 
d.evelopn.ent as part of theMr-Cs co©rdinativ^ fuhctio-n. ^ ' 

■■ • " . .\ ■ \ ■ " * ■ " ' . '( 

... D;. Agreements *o*n Staff -Development . . Staff " 
. development 'coordin^^tion may involve such ' 
elements as; /■ ; • "* * ■ - • *. 

■ 1. :.Prov>iding ar) • oppor tuni.tV for new .- 
\: ' or smaller a(^enci^-i^'.±o' assign their V ' 

V staff to" vork-.'temporarily in an *. " • 

• ^ ■. V^^^^^^l'ish^id. or'. larger 'agency for 
• * • ' • -\ \raining ■ purposes .. . ^' ■■ , ' .■ 
' »2 Establishing ' personnel referral 
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/rom one program to be '^consider.ed 
for i^e responsible position! in 
anoj/ter- agency '•s program.",. ^ i 
' vfan.gernents,fqr joine staff training 
iograms anti for. personnel to . 
^^fierye one 'ahothejy's programs' 1/ . " • 

n?^n'^^r"^'r??''T"^''''^ ^eg^^ding.th^.: implementat^ion 
plan, the foldowVng was stipulated; 

^The^develDpment *and implementation of a ■ • 
, ^ystem of/admlnistr^^ " 

. , ^^^^-^ t^'^r'"''^^ staff in FAP •■ 

.9''iiicl,cii;:e programs. . .Program content- and ' 
techni^ju-Gs., management- procediuies and Sta-ff ■ 
. • • development will be included^ A-tuai - 

!;f^'-^'-^fi^i> tQchhi-cal assistancl responsi-- ■ ' 

i^iiity may bc^- assigned 'to ^coor^er Ativ. st^SS ' 
. - SL 5;^^ agencies, pr developed .tliirough tha- 
1 ^ ..• tAP ch.ild care operations staff. 

V Cc SIl^TZ^ Interagency D ay . Care Kegujement^ wieh which'" - 
' fh f ^^P^P^-y (according to tT^r^ contract) slT® stipulated 

that the adm^ni-strative agency, must^provide for o/ie;fta- ^ 
■ fn^'V^-^ i'^^-^^^'^^i^^ training, and .supervision ■ ■ C 

.for^ll. staff inv.y:l.ved'iri a day care, program-and that /sta f f . ' ' 

.V, . Only one 4-C pi-ov,dded for -all ' three t-Vaining aefcivi ti^es • - ' 

■?h' oth^r°4V'.'"'Ti"r>""^'^^ ^"'^ technical alsistance " : - 
The other 4-es proVided f or ■af-.-le^sf one" of these training ; . - 

. act^vitaes- usually Ign an. informal basis . ■ One 4-G leader v 
■however - said that "any forma^. ;trainihf progVan, woutd be 4 ■ ' ^ ■ 
waste. of 'time" thatjime "spent with. £he children a be'tter ' 

.learning experience fclian- a training ■.^^ssB.on " .. ■. ^ ° r..'^; , 

-;; Dpmonstrattbn q ^4^^Js;_Pgtentia^ starting ' al^vl -o^e ratj no. ' ' 

daycare center s ari^^%:>H»es acros<j^j^i^;^irtTTT^ ~Z7^^ : ■ / 

■4*3- Tach'^Sr^^J nn^ c^re/.d^e-rationsv Thi'ee' 

^*Tf^ff ^ ^''^'^^ . I^the casiB xof the- Bennington 4-C. ' : ' 

Arlington -County ..egan or^anizing/an\ later turned ti' bh^^^-C for " ■ 

valley) each ong'aniz.ed ■ thre.e ratM.:. in" March , 1972, Champlain ' 
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.. VaJley was providing technic^'l assistance two of the s^.tes. 
The third was a converted nursery , school . yhe Rutlana 4 C 
h^fn^d sta-rt five day care , centers. Except Bennington, all ^ « 
^.Sl?he 4-Cs, starjing'day care 'operations had contracts for sepd 
g^r ants .''■„■ , /j ' 

■ " The three 4-Cs which had started day programs said they , 

had not helped to decide- where to locate the sites ,^wo 4-Cs o 
~ stated tiey had not started day care P-gra-, :yet had Jlped „ 
" to decide locations., of some sites. ■ ,A number of t-C leaders^ 
=ilrt^t was dVEficult to consider the ■■location "of supportive 
llrv.icL ^Ln &eir iommunit^^ iiere so small that there was 
,.-nb't much choice. A.number of 4-C daf care > 

■4 of ten did not have a choice about where to locate a day 
^'■site--,tfet ?hey take what they could.find Whenever possible, 
Howlva^ priority Ws given to these, considerati^^ ^ 

1. Ccimmunity. need for a 'day care site; 

2 Geographic- areas with a concentration of ■ 
■ low-income (SAP .IV-A eligible) ^poRulation; 

, ' ^3.' Distances from homes of children to day 

-care sites;, and \, ,'' <' , 

• 4. cDistances from homes andvday (Care sites , 
-K^'-' to parent's places of w^o^rki' . 
Fev^er^-'than half of' the site dir(4tors interviewed, said that 
the ' 4-Cs provided them with^technical . 
-■'i.^^-nn-anlW^iasis.:^ Only. :f our. d_irect^^ said.that the 4-Cs. - 

profidel Slm';ith orientation"and cpntinu^us^i^^^^^^ 

■■' training. Some of- the other directors said that the 4 L. 

^hl^Srol^ded them^with Title IV-A ">°"^y v ^■ 
? ■ oCeed ar arit ' mbn^y , 'equipment, lists of potential .children ,„ 
a^^^^emplo^ees and transportation .-'-One -director said, that- 
"thiCc'Sad' arranged for another organization >to^^E.rovide 

• the'if'site with continuaus-in-service- training. Four, 

dir ictors said. that their 4-C had made ^arrangements for 
■ ■ annt'hpr aaehcv to'<'provide technical assistance . Some 
" ■ n? the^^&thlr services that 4-Gs provided or made provision 
„ lor fncluS^d:'" training at a community college counsel ing 

■ services, a" list of available community resources ,_3,billing neip 



service! . , ^, 
and medical services, 



0: 



Most of the'-site operators , said'" thpy had not-- receive^^^ ..■ 

had provide^, more assistance than the area 4 C.., a .rew b 
they had received, help from Head Start.' 
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rAbout half of the : bbciirds surveyed-.receivGd technical 
assistanc^s-o^organizin^^^ About one'-fourth received assistance 
. from the State,, day care unit and the fourth received help ■ 
from the area 4-C Committee. .. The. others said they received 
^. organizing -help ^'f'rom a variety of sources including .the S,tabe '-v 
^ 1 the Department of Social Welfare, Head Start, the.State 

^ : ,FAP Planning staff, and^, SCORE. 

O;:::- , .^v " , ' 

At the time when most of the day care sample sites were 
organized, the 4-Cs were also coming , into existence. Only 
six of the sample sites, were operating before the 4-Cs' were 
organized . , ' n ■ ' ^ ' o ' 

' • ■ ■ ■ ■ ' ■ \- . i )V. }) ■ 

All eight 4-Cs , had- communities in their area wher(? thorc^ 
were no day care vendors. Each, 4-C seemed to have a differ-- 
'_^\ Qnt approach' to dtaveloping nev; day care sites. 

**V' —I n -Be n n i n q t: o n the 4 -C , de pe n'de d o n t he n n i na t on - 

- Rv?//lahd Opportunity Council (O-ROOto do the . basic ''leg w^Qrk" 
a net rese-'^rch to establish 'a conununity need" for day^ care and to . 
inform ,;;i|:he commanity member s '^'Sbout the existing^' day .care support 
availabf^-.V In the Northeast Kingdom /OCCSA played a similar ' : 
role. These existing, organizations in— both communities cnntd 
have been expanded or modified to assume the functions ' 
of the 4-C\'Policy Coimnittee, ^as .the 4-C Interim Policy Guide 
suggested. LICD. investigator s found . no explanation for bypassing 
B-ROC or OCCSA ai)d establishing 4-C mechanisms ^n these areas . k\ 

One 4-C was doing' nothing "at the present time" because 
. ' the director was' "not sure" that the communities without day 
care 'teal ly ,needed it." Ano^ther 4-C, was^ in ^^the process of , 
identi'f:.ying. needs by 'buil'ding-i on the existing program rather- 

_.thanlp.ut-ting„-e'ner-g.ies— into_new_progrA'ms..._ S.tiil-ano.ther_.J-Ca„was,., 

"not doing anything bec^luse the communities that^don't have 



day care,, don '^t need i^tjK One 4-C had rpt done anything 
because it "cannot gi:»3rc!ntee any funding. Mow can we, set 
sites wit^hout FAP money ^and no IV-A guarantee?" bur .interviewer 



..■^ 



I 



■O 



was asked. 

„ Another' 4 tQ , leader said .." there . are .communities . needing .:. .. 
day' care but the"^ ;4--C^,cannot addtes^ their needs because we 
have exhausted thc^ FAP^ eligible 'population:. " , One::'4-C committ'e'e, '\ 
however, plunged ahead,^ despite the, p^roblems-. ' 'This 4-C -identi- 
fied ccmmunity day^^care nee,ds . and , then contacted community ^ ^ o}j 
people " tOy get themo to brgariize themselves ;" Once. « the cpm-> ' 
munity , members' started organ izing^ the 4-C provided technical/^ \( 
assistance, worked with loca 1 . agencies , and helped operators 
locate , sites fer day care operations.- ' " ' ■ f>" >' 'r 

, The HEW-Ve-rmont grant states in' several' plciccs that one' '- " ^ 
of . the expected outcomes of 'the FAF^ priptest is a, demonstration'" (l^ 
of the' 4-C 'p potential in'starting and operating ,da,y care > 

' ' — • — ' ' ■ - ■ 



1/. ^• Vermont ,4-C Manual ^ 
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centers or,, homos acros^/ermont . ,Yeb ipany„..4-C leaders sai'd 
that Lhoii hands' were tred because "they didn't h'ave:. tlie monev '■ 
or. could . not cjuarantee % f,und.inq<' to stcirt new. opWat^onsXr. 
they exhausted the FAP ellgibae populatibh: -..opcraLxonb whe^. 
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^ '(? .1. ' . * Status "Of Families Par ticipcjt inq in- Day Care 
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Two mam issues emerqed %rom^ the^'responses t-o questions ' " 
concerning the eligibility stUtiis o.f famiiiies par ticipatinq^. ' 
in, day care. Pi.r st , the 4-C or^ganiiations ^ : ^ 

stituents as children, not families-; Accordingly,. the"4-C " 

■ committees did not .maintain records with a l\abulatef^ - 
s,umniary.of the eligibility ^ statu^:, of the fami lies partici- ^ ^ ^ 
pa ting tin their, day icare, programs . / ' V ^ ■ . ' o 

■ " ^- , ' ^' ^ ' ' ■ , i ' " ^ ; o" ^ 

Many 4-Cs^ did not know Jiow many day care rami n(\s had o 
an adult member' participating in 'the FA P .Manpower and': K.x-^ ■ ^ 
-. p.eriment and Dempnstration Pnojet%; WxN, 'New' Carders , "-^ 

■ Operation .Mainstream or Ne.ighborhood,Xouth Corps,' 'for 
example--. They also^ did not know' how many famiMe^s were <^ 
employed^and received ANFC money. vThey did notV know how" 
many families used da.y care ^serv^^ices to enable'' the parent 

to participate ^ih a .braining" program or to work, or be-" ' - . 

cause-Mieither pari^nt was available^ during .portions of ^the 
day^-or :^night.^ 1/ Several -^-C leaders inddca ted'^ that the 
information was " somewhere " on file but ,,tha t tKey never 
, bothered to count the total number of families in the 'pro^ . , 

^-^■^^"•^^Pnie other 4-C , leaders a(ttemp,t>*;d, 'to guess at the 

fig^ures. Two 4-C'' leaders felt -fair^-co^ ^ . ' ^ 

number they quoted. ^This lack of . specif ic da ta- may stem ' - ' ' 

.from^ a feeling , that tFie"eligibilit;/status d^f,, da " . • 

families is, not- a -^-C responsibillHy, ; or :,i t may reTI er-t- f ho 'i ......1. 

ab-s'ence of -a~ state.wide^, informaljidn -system' useful to the 4-Cs 'f ° 
,as- a planning and .eval\jation^''*''to^^ .to* help gauge the extent o'f ' • 

the-.4-C impact on the FAP and S^Ule IV-A target population/' 

.One- 4-C leadSr cbmplaiiVed that "they did not understand" ■ ■ 

OCD forms #lor, 102 & 103 and had 'been waiting for - 
"someone" from OCD to explain them." Thi-' leader -said that once 
they understood these forms, they would ^'!know the information' r ' 

you .are asking for." ^" • '^ , yv ^ , " 

1/ The cassumption that working parents need chricpTcWre'vassis- • ' ' 

tanee only between 9:00 a. m; and 5.00 p.m. is' inadequate . ""V = , , 

Split shrfts and night shifts lead to many comJiirfaWon of ' 

need. ^' , ■ ■ \ ; .-^ . y>V:v;:- c 



, ' need. 

2/. See Appendix 0 Vf^ir MIS instructions. 
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In respons^e ^^to the question about the number of A-C 
families that had been referred to; the FAP Vocational Rehabili- 
tation project, sGveral'^-C leaders said thaf; they had , never ' 
''heard of it' while. a fe\'/-' others did not know any tlifhci about it. 
Several others- stated that "it was the other way around - FAP 
families were referred to us," " - 

„■ • „ . . ■ • If ' ■ • ^ ' , . . 

A Anoth(2r interesting point r^ecjarding FAP enVterged i,n response 
jitd the. '^tiuesti'on about the'numbeiy of families participating in-'... 
the FAP Manppv/er Experiment, and/ Demonstration Project which 
v/as applicable only in the only/ in 'the Burlihgton-Moirrisville . 
area. Without further explanation, two 4-C leaders outs id e the 
/vBur ling ton/Morrisvi lie area ^^ind icated^ that they ^had families 
'•. participating in the E&D project. .j'.^ % 

.On the wliole', the 4-C leaders seemed to' be confused ab^out 
the centire Vermont FAP, pretest and none of those interviewed- 
, demonstrated ' an understanding of the special day care role ■■ 
expected of the 4-C. //' ■ o ■ / .> 

Coordinating Support , Systems ^ ' 

The ;4-Cs highest level of involveim'ent in providing day 
Cci're services^lay in coordinating existing resources and 
providing a referral system for support services . Comparativel/'y , 



only tfiree 4-C ^.organizations could be character ized as being 
extremely (^involved , in providing servicers. One was fairly,^ 
' involved and four others were minimally involved. ■ Localpufcic 
I and; private agencies were identified as support service providers. 

.. " Most:^ of, the, 4 -Cs became involved, at the request of diay ^^T" 
care operators^br by^ responding to the2_4-C jpol^icy conwit^t:ee;'_^^ 
"6 r' "to" Yeq ue s't s""f r^ 0 nTy f oUr' 4 -C™3re"a d"eYs~~Fa t'ed "t heXr" "~ 

referral syst'em as'^ satdsfactory while two 4~C, leaders,vjcited 
the lack of staff aF.d"^non-cooperative' agencies as prp'Blems in 

■ prov id ing-' a- referral service .1^ , :' 

■■ ' 0 ■ ,y : . ^ . '" , . ' ' " " T ' 

■ According to the Child Care Service Con'tr ac t each '4 -C 

was responsible^ f or coordinating sta te "'funded pro/jram support 
services. The 4-C also provided recominendations/to the State 
OCD for improved administr'*St ion and changes in 'the number 
or' delivery of the program .suppor t services. ^AccordingLy" the 

■ 4-C was expected to account for and report on -any' supplemental 
resources it used. ^5,, 

> ■ , ■ ^ ■ o' ■ ' . ■ „■' . •■■ ' ■ ■ . 

The '^4tC Inter im Policy Guide ,, states that it is _^the 4-Cs ^, 
. function' to coordinate oand dev^eTop "the mo'st efficient, 

effective and e^conomical means for delivering services to 
' • c h i Id r e n and. f am i 1 i e s, " ■ 2_/ The Federal .interagency Day Care ■ .. -/ o 

V See Appendix I for a breakdown e>of services by Area'' 4-C 

'2/ Th^ inter im Policy Guide for^the .:'4-Ci,Program--; .3:969 , p. 5 
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R eg u 3. r GmG n t s e x p li c i 1 1 y describe ithG daV cciiJe support ^services 
o operating, and' adminisjtrative i agenciris , ''such as the A-C, inust'''^;'" ' 
, provi.de. i/ " ^ ■ "'. ■ '"^^i^^ .v. - ^ ■u 

. Jn the Child Care Service Contract , A-Cs are a].so Charged 
wl,th .the., responsibility to coordinate state funded program 
support "services ^ {v;hj.ch may include, but ai-5 not limi)Led to o 
Nutri,,ti6n , Health' and DentalLPrograms , Mental .Health ,^''s©cial 
, Services and Transportation) i in each specific 4-C areh . ■ 

■ ' ^'^ . . ' ■ ■ ■ • '.r.. .11 ' , ■ 

,^ In^ad,dition, the 4-C "w.ill provide recommendations ''to 

at he o f f i c e.' for impro v e d a dm i n i s t^r a t i o n a n d c ha n g 2 s , i n then urn be r 
or delivery; of program support servioes as listed ' (above) for 
the region. "2/ v , c 

v r - o ^: ■ ^ ■ ' " 

^Despite the' quality child care requir^ements set^^orth in 
both the Federal InOeraqency Day- Care^ Requirements arid the ' 
•C.hild Care Service Contract, the 4-C leaders agreed that 
the state didr,no.t provide' sufficient funds to enable -compliance. 

One 4-C leader,- complained that "OCD ' s standards: for qua'lity 
day care are astonishlngUy „low" and said that the 4-C commit^tee 
"resents being , used as a g^.u ise,^ represen ting quality day care ' 
to the. comiTiunity when we VateVlh.nly able 'to provide" cus tod j a^l-' ' 
care. " ^ ■ l..-,... ' ; 'j , ■. . 



The .4-C\ level of involvement in" the provision of three 
important ancill,ary services is summ'arized as, follows : six 4-Cs- 
• , proy, ided health services, two"^ provided food services, two pro- 
■ S .,^,f^*^^^'trans"portation services and,, two did not provide any'of themi- 

- ^ . , Char ts have .'been appended ; which describe how the 4-C , , 

' :.;:Tcommittees:"~a^^^ 

and/or fnnd sprvir-ra'c hn rl^nA/ r-A-ro 



and/or food^ service's to; day care \sites V uand" the identifiable - 

problems. 4/ ■ \ a' . 'a ■ '.^'.r' ■' ■■ ' n ■ 

. fS.^.^:>L?Pv^ ^""^ leader could tell us how^^'mu'th money: was s 
i h " t h'a't ar e^i an nu a 1 ly f or Health {$1,0 0"0 , 00) a nd ' tr a n s - ^ 
portation ($,200.0*0) 'and what percentage of'the 4-C Committee's 
t im G wa s d e y o t ed ' t o health Z{ 5 % ) a ri d t r a n s por t a t i^p n (i 7 % j T li e 
others did not 'know.: ^ " ■ , 



11 J': 



:• of 



. 1/ The Federad -Inter age nay Day -Care ^Requirements;- September 23, 
\s -196 8, pp. 9-11 ' ■ o ■ ■■■ ' h 

2/ Vermont Child Care Servic^e Contract, P. 3^. ^ , 

,' See' Appenddx J^^ „ ^ ' " " ■ / . 

4,/'^ --■ See--Appendlx'---I--: .■. ■ ^- ■ '^^ . ' " ■ > 



,0 



ERJC , ■■Vi 



We .j'learned that , one 4-C evaluated the quality, of , its sites' 
(health; and foo'd^., services by observation ^ since the opera'tors,; " 
were fighting cYny.:>kind^ of formail evaluation by tlie 4rC. Thc;' 
informal evaluative observations v;ere dbne at various times and 
recorded in the site ' s' folder i;h ..the 4-Cs files, o In another 
•>-;cirea , ; the 4-C director occasionally evaluated the- quality of 
,. hea 1 1 h s er V ic e s by ob s e r y'a t i o n J bu t ''^ sa id* t ha t " ver y 1 itt tie " . ^ 
was done with the information .. j This leader ,.hoped to provide ^ 
the operato^f's with self -evaluation forms, in ^tHe f;,uture. There 
was^' consensus that dental care ■seemed to b'e needed but could 
notv be provided adequately witlij ^the current allocation of 
resources? V ' " 

4-C .sharing Resources . ' 

The j-C. Interim Policy Guide suggests that the 4-,C shouAd 
arrange for one agency to supply a specific service ,to the day 
jCare.^'bperator s . For ^the. 4-C , to receive official recognition, 
/it must give 'jAfri tten eyidence of coordination, in at least two 
i,of the three areas '(program coordination^ .staff development or 
administrative coordination) described below: ■ . w " 

' , ^ ; ..c::^ 

5. - Agreements have been reached for co- 

' operatiy(i) efforts in program coordination , 

. through at least pne .of the following: o 

a. Joint program services in sucH' ■ 
• areas as medical dental psycho- . " 

logical services or community 
outreach ; ... - . - .. 

a . . • ■. ....... - .^^ ^ . ^ ; , 

- b Joint action /in cultural. .re- J ^i... 'V. < 

'i y , creational, parent education and/or 

^ A Other activities; - , 

- ' c7 Joint use of supervisory.;. .v • 

.specialized staff (e . g .music , ^ 
"art, or "head teachers) . ' 

^ .. . • if'-r '■ 

6. Agreements, have been reached for cooperative 
. efforts ;in staff developmentxV through one ^ 

of these or^similar elemenrs: 

, , a. Common traini^ng. programs; ^, 

. ■. b.. ^Exchange of personnel-, for training : 

"■ ='0 'purposes;" i. 'V ' " ' " 



c . Staff visitation programs 

/c'.....'^ .„■ „ : ■ 'C-.-.-r:. - , 



1/'' See the discussion ^^on evaluation in this chapter f or . further. 



details, pp. 288-291 
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>.. - -^^"'I'lar elements: " these br , 

; ' ^ , J';::/^°'^'^"''^" = i"eis services;^- " , . ' 

,, : -^"int /personnel- recruit- rn 

the state Off r^^^rchn^'n"'^ *^V^\he sLfe Lc co;;!'?^' 

o7 °^ ^^^1'^ l^evelopment. C; Committee or by ^ 

lit' the'' 4 — c Chi 1 ri n 1 ' 

o >L Day-'xare Center 'Ld 5^ J^"°w f or' exal^''^': '1^^ "re 



^\ ^ ^ • - -^^^y Guide ippTTs^rjjg- 
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Hjl£ of thG /4'-Cs. shared supplies''and' facilities.. ! In one' 
■ Child- Devc^^lopment^^ Center held,;' a ' home enrichmen f^program <. 

from which sup;plies were' avQilablG\onSloan or were given "away. 
.; In, another 4-C .area, the operatiors.r shared "tables and 'chairs. / 
One, 4-C^^^chairpGr-3on noti-fied thc6 s ite ..operators when she learne5a 
of . a sal^e.. All this was dope ^informally', but some "operators 'V ' 
' vyere planning to,-buy,,,fbbd and supplies jointly on a ' regular / 
'basis. This^effort a-opeared ' to be a reflection of that , c 
chairperson •s\speciar interest. \,^'In another'. 4-C region, two of ■ ' 
the largest centers informally ^iaought,, supplies ' together without' r/ 
assistance f romf.'thfe^ pirea ■ 4.-C ^> ' - " , '■.(> 

■ ■■■ .■ ■ " ,.Ji:...:.....:t...:.,. , . •;.^:V ■ . „ '-j o.. ' . 

M Gnitormq and Evaluation Systems ^ ^ 1'^ 

All 4-C leaders-stated they ^had^ the , responsibility to' help ^ 
day care sites';comp;iy with^iday^jcare regulations. Most ^of 'the 
"I'Cs informally., provided cpersonal assistance , or instructions 
anh copies of the. state and federal^ regulations to day care ' 
operators. Very few f/oliowed up ; with any^^ kind^'-ar' evaluation . 
Four 4-Cs never evaluated {their' day .care sites/while the other' -' 
,four used^ a variety of^^ approaches to evaluation. ' In one area^; 
ne , ..4 "C C ha j. rm a n , i n f orma 11 y v i sited the s I't'e s 'mo n t li 1 y 
, "to see if the sites are doing what they "said they . are doing " o 
> In another, theU-C planner evaluated the sites, ''as'^it. was needed 
for planning purposes Ip a third., the /4-C direct^or and. ,s,ta f f. < 
said they ^"informally; evaluated t^the^ sites daily.-" ^^In ^this • area , " 
the-Adirector ^lad' wanted to. conduC;t*"^a*^ formal evaluation annually , 
b,u t, sa id there ,was resistance fxp.m xthe opera tor and ''no sta te' . 
, support on the issue'. Iri'^ the 'io^urth area , only .one da 
^ cenbar .^-wa^^s "inf ormally"; e'valuated ■ mo,nthly because -the President-' • 
of the ^4 -C Board was also 'a ''Wmbef' of^that 'center ' s ^Board d'f 
directors;. 



0 



, We. found only, two exarhple's where 4-Gs^'played.> an active , 
monitoring role "'to ensure^^ program quality and child saf,etyV ' One, 
4 - C c lo s ed a si te ' ^^t empor a'r i ly\whe n the : oper a tor re f u s ed to b e ^ 
: licensed . Another 4-C blo'sed' a; Satellite 'Home ''because children ^ 
'wer,e beingo too severely /dlsci'p lined " ^ ' 

■ ' „ :,, ■, .: : : . l"" . ■ '"^^ - 

Most , of the 4-C leaders/w.ore aware of Othe ch'ild/adult 
ratio, requirements in, the Vermont day care, licensing regulations, 
in' the -Vermont Iriterim' Day Care Guidelines and Operating 
Procedures - and 'in the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements . ' 
. None-J'of the leaders expected to be , able ' to change ^^^thc required ' ■ 
ratios and^ohly one ^nevj^ of any excepliions being permitted to 
the;;, f ederal or sta te ,;adul:t .'ratios . A ""f ew said ther^e should be ' 
apoiicy regarding^:before and' after school chil^reniwHo upset 
theJjratip temporarily during the; day.' One 4-C had a\ problem with 
the ijminimum 18-year-old^,;sta^f t requirement.: Compliance with 'the 
•federal and' state child/ad(];2t ratios was obtained through informal 
observation and dlscuvssionspwith" the operator if the ratio was off. 
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Z V K„w tf°l^^V'f r f ^ "^^^^ directors i.rtervi ewed did i^bt , ' 

' , ^i. GnforcGd.<,compliance with the federal rfnd t'i . • ' 

, ■ stc..te child-adult ratioa; eight said the -l-Cs did not enforM^4' : 

^s;:?^g:Sui;ti^!^L°'^'"".r^' :"checKing,°^.^^l||\ , ■ 

> ■ vaauo^d?L'^^°^''^'■^^''^'"'.^'°■""^^^ ^^"^ S'^'-'ts 0^'^ provided only / 

V; yag.ue, direction to the .4-Cs regaifding' monitor ing and evaluation' 

■ mil?tLn ^'ooon.'f ^^'^e operators, bac'ame - 

miiit^ntliy opposed to being ..evaluated' by the 4-C., the director 

-fulMll'th'°'' f'^'"^^'^"^*^- '^''^^'^ ^'^^^'^^ ^'^'^ift; abou? hoW^°to . 

" f,"-^;^-^! the evalua.tion requirement, the/ OCD 'advised , "Perhao's" 
\ evalM.f^"" give in t;.,. the; centers and let them do their own V 
V ^-^^'^l^ation and, monitor^ing so you' will have their trust,., and 

^ ■. well... do what 'you want to." . 



o 
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tasks?n ho^^°''i''^ paragraph is. included in thS^ list of specif iG* 
tasks to/be performed by theVermont Contractor: 



It. IS anticipated that' standard reporting^^ 
• 0 forms will be ,-deve loped ^V/hich will meet 

a Federal and State needs on >EAP children ; 

and provider a ba^sis not only for assessinq / ' . ' " 

the p.ffectiveness of current programs,, but 
' ^ the p^rojection of future services. W 

1^1-1^^^^^ level of thV Vermont Day -Care System , "licD ' found 

. little evidence of such, activity. ■ ^ 

' /wSfh^'^K°''K^vS ^gdWr^l inte ragency Day Care Requirinenti^ . 

(with which, the 4-Cs and. day care-operators must comply) . as 
quoted^-an the Child Ser-vice Contract : J ; o' 

_....,._,..._...-„„ ...^ 

■\: .. 'periodically:;evaluated- in: terms - 
°^:-theii.Federal IntiBra^ehcy Day - o ' 
.Care,' S,tandards.. . -t--.^'-^^ 'y^- ■ . . ■ ■ " 

.2,. Local operators.must evaluate " „ . ' \ 
; • thei-r. ownriprogram activities ;\ \ 

■ - • /^according'> to, outlines p forms", 

" etc. , provided'^^by . the . operating, q 

and' administe^ring'" -agencies {i.e. , o 
' ' the day care . ope'ratbrs , and the -. o 
. . 4-C). This self -evaluation*, must' 
. , ^ <■ be tperiodically planned' and r 
i-' scheduled '> so that results of 

evaluation can- be incorporated 
^"V , i' ■ * 'into ^the; preparation of the 

' ^ , .succeeding.;:yearVs plan. 2/' . 
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. HEW/Vermont Contract^ 
'2/ FIADCR op. ci't. 'p. 1 
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'^tiCD investicja.tors -founcl/no evidence of J this, activity 
occur i<in.3j ' at the 4-C level . ' ''^ 



Forms and 'Procedures 



o 




,;1 '-.According to the ^ Focleral Interagency . Day .;Care }^equ irfements , 
\:\ the" Operating or administer iiig ^^agenpy (whxch. could be the ,4 -C^^ 
11"^ OCD) _ must provide' for t^iet dev.'^jldpment .and 'publica tion of ^ 
. poli/jies and ,pl:oqedure6' goyerning:;: ' " 



' a. Requir,ed .program services ■ 

^b. Int:a>:e, ^.eligibiSit? . s;v 

c . Financing . .' «, ' c? 

d. Relations with the 'coniniunity 
j2 . .Continuous evaluation' 

f . Reporting requirements 

v^g,.' Compliancy ^vith' Title VI of the 

. " Civil Riglits Ap^t of ,I9:,6;4 :■,; 
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-p^f> u r "i n ve s t i g a t i o n ^r e v e a l^ed , t li a t \ f i v e 4 - C s'' had ^ n o t d e v e 1 o p ed 
..." . ' and-'' published policies aiVd procedures tp be followed by the 

o day care operators in their^ J-C areas . ' The three 4-Cs which , 
^ di<5^ informally pulD^llslied them thr6u,g'h newsletters, memoranda , ' 

i| p a lid i n- t h'e i r co n t r a c t s ''wi t h ^ t he ;,s i tds . 0 ne "4 -C dji re c t ox*-i ^r e - -1 " 
■ pared '^ . s.unimary; of , ;t^^ which, she :c> : , 

Q fj: D maij-ea^^to the area ^^ite ^ V 

. ; OCb^Rf|moranda -werfeoclistributeS occasionally cluring meetiiigs to , ;^ 
■ ' U allow 'discuss ioi;\;.^^pn'^^^^ o^i^e 4~C area, when any. ■ 

.V-.;../- .. %yrr?^w_guide^lnes:;W^ the .'4~;e..drJ^^ a'::; .5:::' r *• ■ 

, V . . -1^, mee ting wSs helS^^to,,:^^^^^ ' ,v " 

. :Li^-.^.:4Sunde]?s tji^^^ 

'■ '|j^v ' / -Sf he; ' 4^-c''=" le ad e r, '? t o Id u s ^" t hey ^' mu s t a^rpe on ;wh a t ^ h h i s- i p i ece o f 
W- ^i' / ^P'4pj2"^. says . " ' OtheKwi^sie the, opejja tor^^^^ .te'iephbne.d>the .. .4 -C ,">^ 
AaI: - . i£' - they 'did fitt unSersta'ilS 'guide iin^^ . ' " n' ? 

• / ■ ^r,,;. Based 'on,;the^J-G^^espon'ses to^L it- appeared : . 

, . '■ • ' th%t: SOCD had assumed 'responsibj-lity for t'lY^developmeht and- ' 

■ . ^ V. 5' P'J'^ii^^tiori of policies" and procedures a i?d ^^^^^^^ ^^--C's Had be- ; ^ 
i^; -^^V ^ ' coiiie of tfie^J/iaw for ■ the-;>daV care operators . rP 

■■ . ov : It:-, also a ppea r'ed ■ t ha t : t he po 1 ic i e s ^^w^er e ifo t de t erm i ned : i n any • 
; . ^ ' ^- s^^stematic fashion >Sut were sent out spora'dically in memoran<^,a' 
' ^/'.J-' ,l' wh'ich were hot uniformly received" by'all the 4-Cs. The FAP, 
\'^J-'-,--- y^r-r Inter im ' Guidelines i s s u ed by^'the .,, State.. OCD-'bn^^^^^^^ 23, .. ■ 

X"^ ■ '^19^7^1 , we r,p the only published procedures / and covered '-only - ' 

'•^elagibilitiy 'and.,billing;,;procedur.eS; ^no day care service delivery. 

; ■■.-.0 .r-." :o..-^/'' ' 

-.^J 'Un the absence of official guidelines'^ and,.^^^^^^^ 

\\ \,'ieader; began to^'^^^^^ a':^stepr-by-st:ep - procedure .^^^^ ' ■ 

'' \t^ "' ' and^ deyelbpin^^ Day fcare^c program p' the ' ' 

fil" i ''ef f ortJ^vVhen : the,: ^ QCD staf f ./sa id\ they' w suc^h a , 

^ ^ ^ manualV '-'l/ ' C^ o / 
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' 1/ "Ideriti^iied as ;'Thfe Cookbook V 'the ';manua 1 was still in^' product idn^ 

u #^ 0 as' "LICD^ompleteld^^ it^ 
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-sun another .4-C devised a procedure for- organf.f nf^4 e " vr-n.-lor ' 

easiGi for rts stafr eoa,-ead and recoK^. The. j iVs true i .V,, . 

0 thx^ procedure were transmitted" verbally 1^ the sltfe li'^^^f^B: ''^ „ 
G onuTi u 11 1'c a t i on ^ s t ems' .■; . ' ' r ' . ■• 

Most 4-p!^^seGnied;'i6' have gopd communi'cabroni^ wirh tiioLr> ■ 
operatina si tes via ^tlre-^l^phosio , mail, roqular- visitiv lito ' 
. . sites , and regular meeting;^. ' One^- e'xception was K^A'^Q which 
operated from^ June,- 197.1;,^ until March;' iy72i-wwith no officb 
oo telephone and, ;nOsnlarrcs7 other-|!ftirr-wha paicl^^B\^ tlici " 

local MGivta:! lieal^h^C As ' a :resul t , Its only contact ^ 

.:;W^;th^tl3e sites was %y telephone. , >The same.; A^c,^^ a cl little con-'" 
.^^^'^V^^•^^ prospective satell i te- homG niothci5rs : '^LICD inVestiqa- 

1 : ,tors discovered a number of. sxtua tibns in. which hdnics Vre ' 
^l-icensed but had^ ho-placemen t^s ? Thcc!!^' sateUi,ta homo ooorators 

_^old^us ^they. received li l:brci;turG :but:. had^ hot been asseitlViGCl anv 
? i.H^'''' .^-^^y ^^^^i^'^^-'i^ y^:^^ elthoii* &a^t;; they 

^nad/>Oien licensed that^j^hM^y , wo.r|.0 rocei^^ Vchil^ referrals' 
to s.tart operating, ' UowQvcrX yJ^^i'r\'\!6:i[^-itionoi^ r h,-> ^-c- ' - V - 

■ chairperson regarding this : ma-ttcr,v he : tolil nis ■ [rj^h- zhQ'< ' ' i: 
-•y Situabion- dldnVt: exist habpenV ''-^'"^-^ 

■ ■ •■■Cr ,y : : \\ ■■■;;:^\J\::;,:-.iv'.;7i^^ -I ^ f'. ■. , ^„■" " " ' 
p:---^iWe.:,aIsc>--f^ound^;feh|t^ 
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.. Three. . 4-Cs.;communica^ed^^ t-heir sites^'weeJ^lv^i^or mqre .^f t 
V three .coimnunicate/^ Q/ice/^ moneiiVand two cbmi&Aicatedv: itregular- 
ly, as needed; In; the NortheastVKingcloln^Avhere .OCCSA, rather ■ ' 
. ;thah the:. 4 -c:, ; -played; ;thermaj or day; cSreVvadininist&t i^ ' 
site operafers compraihed;;.that::ehey could nbt get "budqet ^ • 
fa^gures: solthey didhVt know where their mori^y /was goi ng:. " iW 
^^^^^ eireci, -seyen- Day: Care Centers were directly accoun table^ 
'to-''OCCSA, «. ■'■ ■ Vr*"''^"-\ ■ ■; ... ■ 

L "i^^^^^^-^^^^' ^^^^^ was litltle' communication between er^iit" ' 
.State OGD .nnc^ ,IIEW's OCD. qj:f i6e' in jRostpn., ^^The. 4-G.;:iead?^^^" 
l^^g i^9R^^' tpuch withv the . Boston : HEW-t)Ca:^sta£^ i . tha t^ 

\A-^monty;,4-C .in^qrniation: ,d Boston;;^ via^ th(f ■ 

State OCD.o. One*:4-c .director, said 'that - state -requests for - ^^^ 
•in..orniation conie ,as a> resul.t. 'o C S^reques'ts,.^f.rom^^^ . 
- ' ■■• • ■-r^':-y. '^-^ ' ^ , :\ 

The nconununi^cat^ibn/'system .between' the 4-C.; areas .and -the: .. . : 
^State .OCD M^rmontvwa loosG'Vand v?'&idependab3:^S: ..^-^^^ ^ay eare' ^ ' • 
^^^^^^'^^^o^s. Association,, .composed .of^^ " 
- vendors was; formed in;, southern VermdritV- at' aeas't partly ■ 
need :;^cr> accurate, timply,^^ J. 
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4 <>' / Several 4-- loaders G>:prossed oregrct over^l^hejr por^^; v. . . , . 

^ 'm^'^ .uil'^.^^l'^J^!!^! P?^ ^""C Director reported,^ ^ . ^ 



that she wps ^^corsLanLly told, you have got to decide whoso ' " 

side you are oi^. TAP Planning or OCD,. " She said her reply ' ^4 Q 

was, .1 thought wo were^ll^on^one sido-^-hat of chllda;on/" . . '^'^ , ' 

It would appear ,^^,then, that'^the "dual f capons ibili^ty for , /^iv- /.i; 

FAP day care embpdicd '/n the two state stards 'con^tinued? to bo ■ 
f ^^ptxonv;in^ - 
^ ^ ^.pldnniijg pi^pp^ss.!/ o4-"c loaders remedial suggestions ranged 
from new state leadership , 'and staff to' more direct comniuncuca 
<.r tictiS watli Washmqton. ^ <^ ,\ 

n Public T r iformation System - . o ^ \ ' - A 

^ V Only four of thcM-C Committees haa^ a public information - ^ 

system' included contacts^with local officials, direct' mailing , o 
spcakmg^ engagements; nowspape'rs./ tcleV/ision and radio, . . .^-.^.^ . 

In fBcnningXon, after the Director of tfie Bennington Child " . * " 

Developm<?nb^ Center J:alkcd at th.coPrc-Town Meeting, the town ^ ^ * x 

voted to g,ive the center $4, 000 . Manchester Day taro^^^also " ' / 

vasked for^day c&re , money ..at its town ^meeting but was ■ defeated, ' ■ ' VT^p 

they said, sj3e cause they 'also: asked .for a tax - to raise th^^m ' ' \ - ' ■ , 

1^ ^ 'Day Caro was also discussed at the Rutlanc3 TownKMeeting ''^^"r o /F-'-iV'^- 

^3 . in 19 72. Both Caselton and^ Otter^Valley received'^ money as a ^ , - 

, result. ^ One Vown had alloqated $6,000.00 for 4-C adminis tratJ^n*, , ^^ST^?.;- 

'■"^t' *^ witlidrew the money when the 4-C diredtor^resignud , Wiii(3sor4 ' ^ ,,v: - 

0'; %- ^ County 4-C planned to be?on the , next town meeting aqonda, ^ V ;^j^s#:v;f:^% 

J" ^ ^ ' ' 6 ^ . i . ^^Jl 

^ 7"4 -C'^(3mimstr-^i:iv^~'Staff'^fir^^ T^^^r^ ^-^^tt-^ ^ _ , ^-r^Jgg- 



LICD analysis revealecK that 4-C administrative staffs 



' 'v^- ^Sj^o spei^ more time with community peopJe than they did with their 
^ - pc^licyVcommittoes, ^hroe of them spent'^a-'^considerablo amount 

ny. ^ of tinj; with their day care operators. Although ratios of - ' , ' ^^^"-^ ' 

^ 'Xime varied, they roflecteO staff assessments of priorit j,cs ' u '\ 
^ f 0 y The greater focus of energy directed toward the community <^ ^ 
^ ^ suggested that some of the. 4-C sl;affs may \have been working m 



0- ;ri^'' 

a^^vacuum without input from ithe Policy Committee or the day caro ^* 
Cj^ operators. ^ ^ or^^ 



V'h^. ^ ^ The amount of tii?e a 4-c staff spent -with^ state day ciire >^ 
^ ai] licensers and other^ state staff varied a greanioal from aroct , < 

S , , — ^J-o^area. Two 4-C leaders said they rarely ^oxj never spent^^ time 

^ state ^day care Vf f ici als . One 4-C leader saw' % " ^ , 

several state day^^care .officials at 16ast weekly. The others O 
^ . ' a statO" staff ji^QitJner mbnthly'or occas tonally , -as needecl. 

"ia LICD ^investigators were told that Cz-Cs ' spent more time with \\ 

. , ...i? " . r, t?^-t.^f^P^ogi;am developersrthan-they^^did-with-stdte trainers. , V 

.■. f - ~~" • . • . _■ .. ....... . .. . -. — : ■ . — : — : — — ■ • — : ■ . , .,rj, ■: 



v->;::-H.::'';;v|j>v,r>^;iis:;::;:^^ 
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The percentage of time spent writing reports also " 
,;>X ''\\saried'-a great deal from ^-C .to 4-C. .Three ] (>aclors indica- 

ted the.y spent less, than 5^ of their time writing reports, one 
spent 5-10^, two spent 10.-25% and, .two spent about 25-50%. One 
|--C director who spent 25-50t of her , time' wri ti ng reports , 
c-'listed fpui' constituencies which requir^ed them: SOCD , the dav 
care operators^; ''universitiejs" and .the general membership" 
ihe other 4-Cs generally issued reports to OCD and/or Hie 
Policy Committee,;, using anywhere froiU^-20% of their time for 
this task .'■ , ' ,.. / 

Three 4-C ^ leaders spent 1 to 3 days per month in ' 
'training, activities.. 'The rest .sa id 'they did not par t icipate- 
in any training activi ties . i/ o 

f> ''■ . ' • • ■ ' , , ■ ■ I ■ / , 

' . -_4-C leaders" .found it difficult to assess what"percent,aqe 
oj: -their time was- spent with various tasks: Ho.v,.e'vai-''V v-e 
estimated that 4-C leaders spent a total of A or 5 dalls per 
month performing the following six tasks: " 



L) 

certifying family eligibility 2, hours/month ' " 

approving vendor ' s" receiving funds 2 days/morth 

maintaining fiIe:S \ 2 1/2 day.-/mont;h 

, reviewing monthly bills ; • , 2'hourVm^th 

reviewing and verifying fee. compu tations n 2 hours/mbpth 

preparing and-.summarizing billing, reports' 1 hour /month 

We found -that time spent : on paperwork varied with each ^- 
individual's assessment of its . importance and that person's 
attitude. toward reports and records/ regardless of requirements 
imposed. ,^ . ' o V 

Records \Main£ained by the .4-C ^ 

^ ,.^^^'.'^^9^''^ ^"Cs maintained f ile copies of minutes of Po'lic'y ^^ 
Committee meetings. Most of the 4-Cs kept records and statis- - 
tical data .on.,eligible \children.^\ One 4--C director commented <^ 
that they had only certification forms on f ale . Another ' stated 
that the .information ori^file was not reliable! Still another 
commented that the 4-C list did not include air the eligible 
children inothe area. - The fact that\only a f ew^4"-Cs ' hadv:some ^ 
statistical data on eligible childr-^n suggested that the 4-C 
committees were not p^^i't of a f orma^i'^inf ormation system" and 
raised: several 'impoiffant^ questions:. Without these records how 
. dif^ the 4-Cs know :ifN;^the target population was being served? 
(;-;f the ^-Cs.did not .have this information on file, who did*? If 
the State OCD staff had It, where .did they get it— and how 
did they validate^ such information? 1/ 



i/ ^ See Chapter, 7 - Information , . 314-333 for dc^h^n ^? 
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repeatedly." , such . a system ,.. 4-C leadeirs ■ laid^' would"not r ^W- ^ ■ ' ' 

■ - conte'nt " ^^^ -Precis ai. well , both in form 'ana . ■ ^ ' ' ' 

: ' ' /■ . ' ,r . , ■■ - //, ' ■ : 

; '-iK In- addition to t'rie ■■recjuir^il .■xepor.ts , 'we 'were toik th,^ - 

''-Cs maintained other, records and reoort^ ^%!^^^^,^-.> ' ' ' 

- :. ineluded: The 4-C president's no tebc^^^^^ C ' T : - 

. . '-^^s^ w^th:;gaKc:^f ^^^^^ V- . : -.^s.^ 



Mo n eye 
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-care a^d'T"" f''"' ^Jl^ • : Orte, 4-0 helped oay foKfaltiV^. . 

, . care and social,,services while another helped pay for^WIM - -■ " " 

. . . enrollees, working for-r; the 4-C : . ,. ^'^'-'^-■ P^y ^°^ >^'-f^ ..^ '- ^ . ' , ^ ;0,. 

2, ,^ 'r'^'^ee"4-C- leaders said they did not know the incomp of 
'-:o.' and'diaTr'r"°:^H-°"^ 4-C ,U^.ecjor.^made a .■'Sesstimato" 

4 r '-atr.nf "'^ ^l^^" °'^gWiz«t:ion's e^pense.^/ ana' qnly one " 
4-C, airector wa.s able to tel,l us how m'SSh the 4-C sp6nt for,. " 

kept the f, othe,r--per sohs-;:(-eTg-r-t ?Siit.--£e^?rb^ ..^.^^P....a„,„ 

; ,;(■<..; ■ , y- , ; ■ . " ^ ■ . ,. , " '■ . , 

^^"^ triWu tide's ff'"'' - " ■ o . ■ S - ' ■ . " ^. 

'--^-■'•O^Vt'^d to, the., confusion-°-namely, .that the 4--G Child Servi , . ° ',, 

established three sepa^Ate accountV (1) - pa-yS " ' ' ■ - 

■ ■ and1.'3 ch'^l services...' (2, payment o.P. admihlstrali^^'cos" s, - " ■ " : ' 

ll^iJ-^l^^ .'^^T.^''^ ■'=ol-lection.s..-e.ro.m.pa'rents who^^were 're:- " » . . ' 

quired to ^contr.ibute a portion of -the thi'ldca-r^^ . . ' 

-. of>the.ir in-come.^l<|.yel. .-.Additibrfal'iy, the 4-erwere!r<.dSi-^,f ■ ' ■ " 

r:;indefL^ ■ - < . , 

^,, .. . to Title . ..IV-A and FAP monies . A few 4-C 'dj rec tors did idnn H fv, ' " ■ 

eiit— -c^eivd;^ „^,,^erom He^d S?art «nds6me ^ . ^ " ^ ' ' ' ■ 

. . . , sf.ow much 'money was . received '■' " ' r.,iuw_ ,, ... „ . 
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In a comparative analy.sis of the 4-C ^leaders' responses 

■ to our questions and thebudgets in the child care service, 
contracts / sever^alv.tdi screpancie 53 became evidenf. - Gi ven the • 

V. limitation of time and staff, LICD V7as' unable to^ pursue 
these .discrepancy factors further than to flag them foi" 
future study.. However, for;, purposes of evaluating., the total 
pretest:, it will/'^e important to distinguiish between finan- 
,cial discrepancrei\which resulted f rom inade'tjua^Vo account?.ng 
.practices and discrepancies v;hich reflected inadequate budget ^ 
control. ' . 

Sa laries and Fringe" Benefi ts . 

* The aye'rage 4-C director s ' salary was $9,177. Salaries 
' ranged from $7,500 to $11,000. There - appeared to be no 

correlation between educational 'level or college degrees and,, 
salary.- earned . For example, one 4-C director with a M. A, ^^^^^ 
earned $7 ,500, while 'another 4-C director' with only some-^ • 
colleges background earned $10,000. The average booKkeepe^j 
secretary's salary-was $5,725 and ranged from $5,200 to $:7,500\ 
The average salary of 'three child. care coordinators, was 
$7,957 (more than the salary,, of twoOof the 4-C directors). 

l - <^ n ' . O 

All of the 4-C staff s ^-received paid vacations, sick pay, 
rand paid holidays, and most of theirV received some form /of 
./knsurance , .^social security, workman ' s compensation , .and/or 
V\nemnloyp)e5;v^^^^^ insurance, ^^Orxly one A-O- staff 

mem be r '''rec/>''^-^ ed > compe n s,ato r y t^ime off'for overtime worked . 

,: " ; if^^ w "'' Summary " o 

.• .Overall,, -.our,,anvestigart.ipn,.,,r,eyealed^ serious ^f rus 

tions among the '4-C^leadership over the smolHering^issue of 
developmerital versus , custodial care. ^.There ''seemed to be 

'o 'consensus/ that 4-C committees were designed to provide 

■ .services /(to children, not. families ; and,,.that federal' funding ' 

f rom^^what'eve'r source should be, primarily, a moans to that ■ 
_ end. Thfis point of "view was conf irnied/ in the responses we. 

receiN^'ed'^^to ^luestiphs concerning:) families . In every case, 
- '4-C leaders told LICD investigators that they kept their 
" records and 'organized their activities around children rather 
- .than families and , therefore , could hot respond specifically 
'•. to bur questions about the- FAP impact' on famil.ies or parent 

einployi\ient factors. 

■ ■■.(. I' 
,;There was consensus , /'also on"^ the need for quality, day 
care for children of working ^parents and agreement with .the 
overall goals of a welfare reform strategy which would provide 
ii. lemploionent alternatives to., a^^dole. Nevertheless , the 4-C 
t'. leadership agr'eed that day care eligibility should include 

children' s: ne.eds, in addition to the economic ^needs of - 
families. < 4-C leaders descr.ibed their position asy^being 

■ V'c.aught '^an the middle" between their own priorities of^. 



• ^"^""^y '^''i.l"^ cafe and compliance with FAP and Titlo tv-a 
funding sources in order to stayoi„ busine.ij ' / :, 

~ o 

spina of lq7? ,f "^^^ "'H,t. However, bv 

arol 4 r ^^^^2',*^'^^ state .1 -C ^conrai t tee had begun to'raonitor 
re^tru^turT i""?? '^"^ ^''^ '''-■"'^rnm Guide and had . 

as its ^hirl '•^"^i^-.^.^'^^'^he Governor's approval, to nclude 
rep.-^lentatiLrnf'M'' -°"sumers (pa rents)«.eight 

.ilf^ v''^'"'^' °f "-he private, sector (selected by each area 

It seemed obvious that the State A-C Conimi^ttee's rnlo " 
ChndVp'f'"? and diminished as the Office of 

Child Development became the powerful di^x^on^r^r r.f r-i 
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■ Vv (, d> Chapter 6, . : , ■ 

D ay Care Support Resources 

Providers of FAP day care services in Vermont found 
themselves pretty much Qn their own when it came to locating 
and using supportive resources. FAP day care planners had 
assumed tViat FAP Eligible children .would receive medical „ 
care under Medicaid and "seed grants" were available for 
some renovation of facili.ti'es. " Centers serving ,Ti tie TV -A 
and FAP children were eligible formfeed under the state's " > 
special feeding prograri and surplus commodities distribution 
program. "Alternative types of transportation were also to bo 
developed and- tested , especially' in rural communities. 

' ■ . . ■ ■■■/'^ %- ^ 

One 'Other important idea appeared in. the ilEW/Vermont 
contract/ the requirement that existing^orgariizations were to, 
be used ;f or administrative expediency whenever possible. 

.This .chapter describes' how well -the Vermont FAP day^care 
system mobilized and, used/these and other support resources 
such as health anc3 transportation services .and related ' 
community organ,izations such as Hcad-St^art an^ the^. Community ^ 
Action Agencies. Of the .support services usually associated '\ 

- w i t h- d a y - • c a r e ^; -M^e - s e ie c t e<i— f or -s p e c i.-aM-- examination - th e ~- 

availability and use of those three identified as. -necessary to 
any day care program : f oo.d ^ health and transpor taction . 

^Operations /Plan , , o c 

Li CD, survey results described the indistinct pattern of 
vlocal mectilanisms which ev^olved to transport ^ feed and provi.de 
Kealtli se(^)y,i%es to children in day ,care si tos^ In conformi ty 
with the Operations Plan, various methods v;ere expected to 
de\''elop in a form most appropriate to specific site n^eeds. 
Hox^^ver, difficulties^' experienced in obtaining fund's and 
,nth\^r factors described in'^ this ch^apter, pointed up the need 
jf or -general guidelines which -could have 'reduced ,s9me of the 
stress and frustration within-' and among agencies trying to 
organize and' deliver support"" services. In addition," st^ate 
level expi^essions of concern regarding inadequatxD funding for 
si^oport services indicated-' that the Operations ,.Plan could .have.. 
anticipated the prot^lem and provided coordinative mechanisms 
for the* equitable allocation of potentially scarce resources. 



It; seems reasonable to assume that if an evaluation plan 
had been developed and implemented, as recommended in the Plan-; 
support service problems might have been identified' and dealt 
v/ith while the operating system was evolving. ^ 

-^. CAA/lIead Start Involvement p ; ' . ■• ' 

^-Most of the Vermont. Community Action Agency boundaries 
were established' by counties. In the case of B-ROC/ the ' ' ^ 
federal Office' of Economic Opportunity had iclecided to combine 
Bennington and Rutland into one CAA.. In Southeastern Vermont, 
Windsor and Windham Counties incorporated to form .SEVCA,. 
Generally, the-^-Cs folilowed a more county-wide pattern' than 
the C^'s did, except in the Northeast Kingdom and Champlain ' . 
Valley, where ,the jurisdictions were similar to those of the' 
CAAs. According to one tAA Director; that agency's .jurisdiction 
■ was established, ino 1965 based on Vermont Mental Health's 
^districts.' Another said the CAA followed .county boundaries. 
Two CAA directors coiTunented llifat' "there wasf'''no uniformity" 
among' the state agencies' administrative or planning areas. 
o " ' ■ ■'^ ' - ' ' ./ ., 

Vermont's five Community Action Agencies, h!ad" been u * 
running their own Head 'Start Progr^ams for several years befoxG^'6 
, FAP day care . came to the "state . These CAAs, were OCCSA , 
Orleans County Council of. Social Agencies; n-ROq . Renningtnn- 
Rutland Opportunity Council; SEVCA , Southeastern Vermont 
Community Action ; JCVOEO,. Champlain .yalley Office of Economic 
' ^^Opportunity; and CVCAC, Central Vermont Community Action Council 
; " ■ " ;;'■■„■ ' .: , ■ ■ -^.^ \; '.r ' ' , ' " . 

Most of the Community Action Agencies were . involved in. the 

. .. - initial.. pranning:.of .,the.:-regional^4 -CSV- In-most - cases >- the • - - 

CAA Director .had appointed the,; Head Start" Director to represent, 
the agency on the 4-C 'Planning' Committee^ and ^those representa- ' 
tives became more involved as tHe ,4-Cs developed. ' , 

In Champlain Valley the^Head Start Director became 'the 
part-time director of the 4-C wh ile , continuing, to work part time 
■; for Head Start. At the time of . this study", the CVOEO 

Director said ther'e,. were four Head>, Start" programs that also 
served FAP and IV-A children. u - 

" " In_ Southeastern Vermon£, in, 1970 the ^Head Start program 
under SEVCA had become incorporated as an' agency known' as ,5-C, 
, Consumer Controlled Communi ty (.Child Care but,; the SEVCA Board 
of Directors decided th,at 5~C should remain its delegate agency. 



-That relationship^ held until January , 1972, when the 
SEVCA Board shifted position and voted to recognize 5-C as an 
independent single purpose agency with a direct relationship 
to' Head Start in HEW. 5~C participatd'd full^^. in the development 
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of {:.he 4-Cs and v;os roprcscntGcL on both the Windsor iin>\ V/indliiim 

4- C l^oricy Bocu-ds. Early on., there had bcon a con^C lict^in the 

5- C orq<|niza tion which spilled over and affected the early 
format ion of the Windsor '4-0.' Never thele-s-B , at, the t.imo of 
this study, the 5-C organization Drbvided dav care--.sc?rv i co to 
Title IV-A and FAP children.' " ' ' 

Th.e Bonn ing ton-Rut land Opportunity Council. .e::panded 
two !!oad Start 'operations to include IV-A and FAP* day care, Adni i n.i s l: ra- 
t.ively, [3-ROC had helped develop the Bennington 4-C and had . 
assisted the Rutland '4-C in resolving some its thornior 
problems . 

/■ ■ " / ' V • 

. .. . In the Northeast Kingd'tDin, OCCSA .expanded a number of.- its - 
Head Start programs to include Day Care. Administratively, ' 
whon Head 'Start, IV-A and FAP, children were served in one 
facility , ' OCCSA, rather than the 4-C , ^.handled the 'bill's "and 
peimbursement payments for VAP and IV-A. , . 

The CVCAC also encouraged the establishment of ^.^day care , ' \ 
operations, even though , a t ' the time of this study /"'none of' % ^ 
CVCAC 's te.n H&ad Start Co.n tiers had FAP or ly-A ^ehi Idren . ' . 
although one Head Start, "full day--day car^2 center" v.'as said to ^' 
be" negotiating with the 4-C for eligible children , 

. ■■' ... • . ' . '■ ... ■ . 

Q A numbe r of C AA , d i r e c t o r s comme n I: ed o n t h e i r wo r k i n g 
relationships with" "day 'Care" and 4-C. One said he had no ^ ' 
problems with the Regional 4-C Committe'e .bu,t thought the 
"State 4-C Daytfcare "dffice" had some real^ management problems, 
some of which had improved since Dr . Babbott-arr ived-. r- i./ ° 
One CAA director was an active 'member of Ghe loca^l 4-C Policy ^ 
Board but a n' 
be c a use 4 - C g u id el i li e s,:." a.n d'" r e s p o n s i b 1 1 i t i e s we r e " n o t c 1 e"a n . " *~^'" 
In 'oneO situation where there v.'csre .Head Start ,' FAP & I.V-A^ 
children in one c^enter, the '4-C wanted , to., monitor ^the operations/' 
But th>G Hecid. Start director wouldn't permit that , because the ' " 
4-C; "did not have^ guidelines whi.ch s::pecified its, monitoring 
responsibilities." - ' . , ' 
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Relations^liips between .the CAAs" and the .4-Cs/- thcin^ varied 
f r 9m one c oimnuh i t y .to a not ^h f^- Th e w i d e " s pe c t r urn o f jj d i f f r e n ce s 
ranged from interlocking responsibilities , (which ca.used confusion 
at the site level) , to distantly pol-ite competition over... the ' 
meri:ts of Head Start versias day care. Everyone's .confusion at 
cvoi-y , level over the multiplicity of organisations and agencies 
was evident in field data'. • '"^^^'y '^-\)' ■ 

1 <L '. ! ■■ ■' ' ' ,^^ ' • ^ 

1/ State agencies wer,e 'often wrongly i.denti'|;ied "'f^.n the f ielcl. '■ 
In this ca.'iie/ no distinction was made between IBhe State 4-C o- 
Committee/ chaired by Dan Holland, and the State it'f ice of.. 
..Child" Developirient ; headed by Joan Babbott. " . ,/ ; . ' 
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LICD inti2rviewGrs noted that the CAA people (directors, 
administrative ;assistants , fiscal of f-lcers etc . } quickly and 
confidently related ,»-.he number of sites with FAP and IV-A 
children while, the A-C leaders seemed to know '(^ery little 
about P.oad Start operations. ' 

• . It was also interesting, to note that several 'CAA people 
thought the State OCD was the, State 4-c'. Their perception 
was that Regional, 4-Cs related to the tate ^ 4-C which issued the 
guidelines, handled the money ap.d was .responsible for the 
TAP day care progrdun . 1/ , 

■■ ... ■; ■ ■ ' /y r.. , 

The LICD investigation also explored another " face t ot: the ' 
FAP day carG--CAA relationship;, one which surfaced durijig our, ' 
examination of the planning process; According to the 
Economic Opportunity Act: . " ,, . 



No pilot or>' demonstration project, under 
this section shall be' cpiranenc'e^l in any 
city, county, or other major political 
subdivision, unless a plan setting forth 
such proposed pilot or demonstration 
project has been submitted to the appropriate 
community action agency, or, if there is 
0 no such agency, to the local .governing 
" officials of the- political subdivision. 

Despite the specific language of this section, ^here is 
no evidence that any of the CAA Directors were either consulted > 
or "asked to approve the establishment of the new ^dav care 
program in the'ir cominunities . , It may be that^'the fact of their 

.,par,ticipation in the development of the 4-Gs was considered 

-*a--f-ul-f-i44inent-of'-^hat-requlT:emeTi't"but'*^i^ 
queried^ by LIGD investigators had, any knowledge of this '^require- , 
ment nor remembered^having been asked to formally approve the ' ' 
new anti-rpoverty. program. ■ 

There^VWas little 47C coordination with Head Start despite 
thfi fact^;that Head Start provided technical c^ssistance in some' 
conimunities toostar't new day care centers. ~" " 

. .s^; The Cham'plain VaUey 4-C coordinated with^ead Start through 
the; efforts of its Director who also 'worked part time f or.^ Head 
Start. In Bennington , , B-ROC did ' the administra tive work for the 
Benning ton ,4-c. 1- o> 

-Space on the Windsor 4-C Board was provided for an ex-, 
panded iHead Start operation but its representatives did hot- 
attend the 4-c .meetings . - .0 " • 
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■14 See. "Appendix A-4 / , The Sys tem f or'^actual rel.^.-'-i nnah i pc; 

£/ Section 232 (d). of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, 
. -as ame nded (:4 2 U . S , C . )\'2Y7S)~^ — ~~ ' — 
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hr^-^hc f/arXi^n.J v Z"" to intecjr^'te lload Start and day care 
rnin'-?v Kingdom, with OCC^A assuniinq tho leadershin 

care a^^d". T't?? to equalize all 'reimbursement for chU ' 
care and controlling the finances of those centers which 
served Head Start, FAP and IV-A children. 

Some'.day care operators experienced difficulties hcr-tu^n 
of discrepancies in program content and lee reimbursement 
between Head Start and FAP/IV-A day care . Z^^^^^^^^^^"*:. 

of iisfnr.^'if'' °J'^X-^'' '^°"tradictions between the stated purpose ^ 
of using existing resources and . starting' the FAP- child cai-o 
^''^ scratch, the problems which, developed were 

fpoa^t ri,^"3%^^^^^^^^^ Of Child care'^reso.u-c'as . wa. 

H-C and itef Sfle^no TttL^t'^r; m'lL^^t^o rtefr^tl 
least systematicaiay coordinate' existing child cire services ' 
from, the state" level. It must, be remembered, hei-e ?hat ' 
some child care services had been in -operationln Vermont 
Cities rl^' '™ '^^f i"-l"<3ed: . Head Start H^del 
Cities day, care. Parent-child CenterS, Colisumer Controlled 
anTa'nun^h''''.' ^'ff- '^^tle- IV-A reimbursement ' ; 

oCt thT^.tl Private day care providers . through- 

out tho state, operating in..homes.,..-schools , churche.s and 
other community facilities. ' ,. --' .""'^ 

.At the site level, eighteen of the fifcty sites surveyed 
had some sortoof involvement with Mead .Start in" one way or - 
He"ad1tart ^hree ,operators„had received assistance from 
Head Start personnel in getting started/ Most of the day care 
sites surveyed, in the Northeast Kingdom had parent'representa- 
tives^on.the OCCS,A Parent Advisory Board. "This CAA ■ sponsored 



^-^nters and broug/t all the parent representatives 
together as an umbrella, advisory group . %, ,j=>-"':aLives 



ff^°!^ day, care :skes h''ad training '/programs sponsored bv 

ff acuity wit'h'LT^. °r "^^^ in^Rutland shared , 

■•or Henrt i U ^ ^^^'rt.. At three sites,, either the CAA 

health fn'^^ to. provide education, social services, 

health food, cor transportation services,. Only three sites 
.were^able^to.provide figures- for- , the -'amounts of' money they " "' ^ 
received from Head Start. Ten operators did not know how 
much money they, received either from„Head Start or any other' 
sources, and eight said :that they did not receive any money— 
from llead Start. Most of the 4-Cs did not know how much ' 
money sites, received from Head 'Star't and said they were not 
"that attem "T'"^^ ^--^s, evident fLm a-U?this 

i»tegrate service act.ivities without concur-rent 
integration of infontiation, policy or management, -.system's- 
.contributed to Vermont's day 't^ar% problems ,-. ^ -..SYScems , 



Food . 

'yhe Fed eral Jnterag.ency Day Care Requi reitients specify 
fchat "the facility must provide adequate a'nd. nutri tibus meals 
and snacKs, prepared in a safe and* sani tary manner . Consulta- 
tion's hou Id be available from a qualified nutritionist or , 
food service specia J i e t . " i/ ^'^ 

Thp -l-C Stat:.e Manual suggests that the 4 
coorv31nate'\tho-de^iivery ot food services. , 

o .■. ' 

Nutrition ■ ,^ i 

Coordination of nutrition p^^cictices 

among child care facilities /.offers 

possibilit.es for improving, .programs and 
effecting economies. . ;v * . 

Through coordination, agencies that have 
been acculstomed to provi*cTrhg meals and 
?j na c k s as a n ' i n c i d ehta 1 n e c e s s i t y may 
_ , receive the advice and assistance o'f 

professional diietitians in planning menus, 
buying and preparing food. In addition, 
such agencies can 'be shown how the 
buying, preparation and serving of food 
can be made a part of the enrichment and t 
education program for children of 'pre- 
scliool age. 

'o'^ ■ " ■ . r 

Another aim of coordina tion is the ^possible 
reduction of food costs .through j oint 
contracti.ng with ja catering organization. 
^ _ io\%' e V e f"", "~ t h"~e ' e cohom i e s'^iEH a ^tT" a ' si ng Ife '"c*e nTtfer^ " 

might achieveo -through joint purchasing 
o 6i:^ catering'^ are not likely to^ be great 
- eno^ugh^to justify elimination of a creative 
■food preparation program' through" which the 
., children gain experiejice and skiMs'. 2/ 
. ■ .,• ■ ' c . ■ ^ 

LT>Gp .site data revealed that most o^f the operators 
iiervGd snacks/, lunch and .^breakf^as.t,. , About haif.pf them, 
said they had received advice on meal planning' or how to 
purciiase food more economically.' These operators said that 
ad^jicG and training, was given by the fv"Department I of Education 
vHchoolv^Nutritiov^ist Most o£ the operators bought food 

:^ ..^"^'o o ■ 

1/ ..Op. Cit. ,, >p.l2 
.2/ Ve rmont .State 4 -C. Manual 
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from a yrocery store or .supcrmcirko t . About' half of them used 
goverraiiejit surplus comniodi ties , and three purchased coopcra- 
tivoly. Generally, they said, the operator decided the- mc-nus 
and only, about 40^ of the cooks did' i^o. In 2^\ of the , .si l.r s , 'llic 
children Iiclped decided what to cat, / 

FAL\/IV-A children .were elicjlble for food , made uvaiiablc 
to day care centers by the Departiment of Agricudturo ' s special 
faedincj programs, which operated in Vermont through tiio 
V^itate Department of r:d.ut:a tion. - ... 

Thoiro, the Child Nutrition Consultant was res;:iOnsi bio for 
approving allocations of surplus commodities and reimbur.sc'ip',\;it 
monies to qualified day care centers cind other special f.ooci 
programs. She and the Child Nutrit:ion Account./- Icrk al sr> 
provided technical assistance to the day care centers. 'J'lio 
Child Nutrition Consultant prepared an annual list of 
authorised center recipients each July which was updated 
during the year, mostly by telephone/ , ' 

Actual distribution of surplus c omuio d i t i c s w as' ha i \ c; J. c; d b y . 
t lie s t a,te Ag e n cy of Admi n i s t r a t i. o ji wl i i ch . re .1. e a ^: ed ' f ciod c; n 
request to sites approved by tht^ Department' of Education; 
Once approved, center operators completuid a mimoog raphed i nj-m 
where they estimated their annual bleeds, then had the option 
of picking up t J'l e f oo d i n Mo n tp e 1 i or o jr • p n y i ng for c o mmc r c J c 1 
delivery service. . ' ' o 

^ The Child Nutrition .Consultant was respSnsible for cove;cArig 
tlie entire state and attempted to provide training and t.acHn.ical , 
.assistance whenever possible. The Account Clerk processed all , 
the bills for payment exercised budget control, maintq^^ned " , 

,L^S9y^^^'- PJ^i^P^red report She.,Jltao.,-.^a:Ltemp.ted«^to-,ptGv4.d6>l-.. 

statewide technical assistance to sites' in financial matters. 

While the food program seemed' to bo operating smoothly 
LICD analyses identified several issues which posed potential 
problemj; ; ^ ■ ' '{ ■ 

c^.^j F i r s t , t he N u i; r f t I'.'on Co n b u .1 1 an f h y d v e ry lit 1 1 e . t i me t o 
provide educatiundj. .servic^-es uo clay care operators or their 
cook s . She s ci i d s he p .i a n n ed to star t a new s,l e 1 1 e r , at the... 
time o f th.e " i h t e view , bu t wa s aware of t )i c J. im i t a t i. on s of' 
uhat medium. ^ ^ ' 

Second; the Mutrrtion consultant had no ireJatio^i^hip-' 
■to the licensing process, even though food p.re'para t ion , storage 
and disposition were directly irol a ted to ileal th and safetv. 
At the;^tiir.o of our inquiry, there were no^^pians to link food 
.=orviob;.to the licensing process. ■ 



„ Third, surplus commodities : were being ' imported inL ' 

pande'chi.d^''''^ "'"'^ ^'^"^^ have'welLoLf the ex^ 

- Possibili^v of No one -interviewed mentioned the' 

: ^t^^^Jr^;^ gy,^-- Children ,,. 

Operated odroTf "'"^ °^ Vermont's small c^nt^rs were 

rf:n'arthe'aStr;rrdlstL^'K '^'^ classification 
Iran „-„ droicr.,)ry distinction, especially since thn 

FAP prograi,, was promoting small family home day rare T L 
"^'P^^.^°^J^° be another unresolved.state . policj'^q^^s tion ■ 

■ i-ast, the Department of Agriculture rlquired each food 
program participant to complete highly detaUed forms each 
provider to. obtain the information, the day care ' 

maintained "n/^hf^f^' "C"^'^^ "^^^ supposed to" he 

maintained at the site for at least three years, but there" 
were no procedures either for using them or disposing of them ■ 

^ Both .the nutrition consultant and account clerk stated 
thPv'^'f ^ funds and not enough staff were the mKr probJe^ 
they had in providing food services Thn Hnv, w.,- ? 
identified "not enough help'lr^m'l^e state "'Ld""the"L'ct°ol 
.,,.cooperation_f-rom-agencies"~as~maj-o-r-foo-d-s5m~e-5?^ 

r^r.*. it appeared that the food program suffered from 

des5^'"' ^""'^ sLtewide day?care 

Health " ' V, 

^buui^M .^^'^^''''^ Interaqpn ry nayl !carg Reauirpm.n^. are explicit 
about the provision of health services: " ^M-^-t-icic „ 
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^ ■ "^altl^ and Nutrition Sp rui^oo 
J"t:eraq^ y .'Keg uir eni^— 

1.0 The operating agency must assure 

'that. the health -of the children and • 
the safety'' of the environment are 
supervised vby a:, qualified physician, o 

2. Each. child must receive dental, medical 
and .other health evaluations .appropriate 
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1i J ^ to his age upon entering day 'car'i^ - v ' \> <■> ' '■' 

./and subsequently at intervals L p. ..." o \;. . ' 

appropriate to his age and state •' * ■ ^ = 

(f ot'health. . ' ' . . <^ 

. . 1, ■ ■ ■ " '■' ■ 'n . • . . > ■ 'V- 

3. Arrangements must be made for ' " r \\ ■ 

niedical .and dental care and (V\ ' ' • 

other -related treatment for . A^-^ , , 

each child using existing . , ., . ' 

community resources. In the " 

absence of ^ other financial ^"^ , ^ ' ' 

resources, ' the -operating or 
administering-agency^^must provide,, " 

whenever„authorized by law, .such ' o 
, treatment wi.th,...i:ts , own funds , .L...... 



The facility must provide a daj.ly 
evaluation of each child for ' ' 
indications/of illness. 



5. The operating' agency must ensure 
.: that each child has available to ' 
'•him all immunications appropriate - 
.- . ' to his age . , ^ 

■ ■■ ■ ^6,, Advance arrangements -must be made"^ 

for, the care of a child who is ' 

t"'*" " -—~-—~~r ^ > — , - - V 4ji jijxed.. or:, bec^im£s^iil]^,j:i n eluding ■ ■ ^ 

V ' ' . isolation, if necessary, „ notification 

Pf his parents, and provisions for 
' ^ ■ emergency :inedical care or first aid. V'\ 

]l ■■" = . 7. ,The facility msut:'prov,ide adequat e 

I ■ P^pP^^s.d vin a safe and csanitarV^'manher : , . 

.■\, \ • , >^onsultatioi:i should be available from 

I) - ... ^ ^ qualified" nutritionist or ^ood 

;| ' .. j service specialist. 

f' ■ staff^ members of the facility 

ff ■■../'] - ■ ^'Jst be aware of the hazards, of . . ' 

j ' " ' c infection and accidents and how 

. ; they can minimize such hazards, . V 



y Op. cit. ,pp.ii-i2 
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for '^h^'^ J^'"'"''"^ "^"S u^"^^^ suggests the following guidel 
tor the provision of health servicers: " - ^ ^ 

Health 

Health services are one aspect of child 
care -readily amenable to coordination 
■ because of the general agreement 
between agencies as to what is required. 
Creative coordination is required to 
bring together all available resources 
. to provide what is needed,-,for children 
m a variety of child care situatior^s . 

The basic needs are: 

• An examination of the child on entering 
a program, and periodic check-ups. 

A standard course of immunizations. 

0 

Treatment of existing health deficiencies. 

Instruction of staff in handling ' ' 

, problems or maintaining good health 
in the children. 

Professional attention for illnesses'' 
or injuries. " 

■ ■' o ... ' ■ ■ 

The group charged with arranging coordination' 
of health services should include, or 
consult closely with, the' local medical - 
association, the public health agency, ^\ 
local Parent and Child Centers, the 
' ' Model Cities, agency , and'any other 

agency or program involved in community 
, health. ^v. c 

•. • o h . ■ \ ■ 

o Un;Lform health:, records will assure that 
, children ar,e not put through costly and 
.^'Unnecessary health examinations'' and thatV 
staff time is hot wasted on ^tran'slatirig 
information when a child is. referred 
from^one agency .to another.^ The development 

one of the primary concerns of the group 
planning health coordination . The 
system should be compatible with the school^ ' 
systems' health records . o o" ■ 
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''.I' ' , .. ' ■ " ' ■ 

A number, of good health record' systems . ' V 
' are available. One prepared , by the < " 'I 
, ' Head Start program is included in- the , v 

Appendices. . Your Public Healt^h Servide o 
and school,, system also have record 
systems . z/ 

LICD site data indicated thcit only 54% of the operators 
provided health servicers in the form of examina'tions , but not 
treatment-. - . 

Most oper?itors had an emergency procedure when and' if a 
child became ill or had an accident and most of them called^' 
the parents. Sixty percent of the operators also called the 
family doctor-, took the child to 'a doctor, hospital, or, 
treatment facility,, handled the problem at- the site, and/or 
isolated the sick child care the facility.,. More than half 
^the operators said their enrollees included either mentally 
'handicapped, physically handicapped - or emotionally handicapped 
children. None of the sites surveyed haO^ more than two 
handicapped' children. Seven operators saVd they were servicing 
mentally handicapped children, eight served physically 
handicapped 'chi.ldr:en(wi'th a 'range of ■ 1-5 per site) and twelve 
served emotionally disturbed children (with' a range of 1-10 
per site. ) When;; asked ; how they had arri.vejd at these class.if ica-r. 
tions, most of the ;,op^rators said they "just know" . and were ■ 
"told by the parents. " Others knew from "test results" and 
"agency identification." Others said the. site's medical' 
advisor had/ made the diagnosis . 

it 'would appear that Vermont had not found a way to comply 
with either the FIADCR or the o4-C guidelines when ja state 
.official, at an orientation session on February 3,, 1972, said 
that „the state had no money for physical examinations , given the 
existing day cafe rate., and that Medicaid was^the only available 
resource for those unable-to buy health car!?. .^/x^'?:n; interviewed , 
State officials and day care operators agreed that inadequate ^ 
funding- was,; the major, problem in,, providing, health ■ services ; 

Analysis .of this, important, ancillary .servicer)indicated 

that funding alone wouldn't solve thev'problem unless some other 
important' issues were^also resolved. Vermont needed answers to 
some basic questions, such. as: . ' ■ . 

°Was there a statewide inventory of all health , 
' car e" resoiaf ces by type , ■location; availability and 

cost?' 

1/ Op^ Cit. . 

2/ The site with ten .emotionally .disturbed children had a' 
' medical advisor. , . ' 



^'What criteria were used by day care operators 
and staff to determine a child's hiaalth status? // 

°Was there a standard procedure for ensuring 
" that all children received ^^examinations and 
. health care appropriate to their needs ? 

^ °Was theru c( procedure for providing statewide - 
health care^by helping communities share/. ^ 
available resources, such as physicians, 
dentistsVnutrrtionists, t'herapists and 
emergency" equipment? i-, 

o ■ /■}' ' ^ ' "" 

, °Was there- a j^rocedure to identify, diagnose 
and provide care for children with special 
health problems such as physical or mental^ - 
' handicaps or emotional problems?- 

°Since FAP and' Title' IV-A' children were ' // 
eligible for Medicaid^ and Head Start hea/txth 
■ ,~ services wr re available ^ to some of ' the (I 

^ children, why wasnVt the Head Start healthy _ j " „ ' ^ 
care system expanded to 'Vine riiBe'^'^ "'"7 
care children?]} ' ' , 

"In sum, the' lack of a&equate heal.th care services 'pi^obably 
resulted as much from,, a fragmented, unsystematic approach as ' 
from inadequate funds. " 

Transportation . ,^ . .c. " 

In one of the earliest LICD interviev^sy a state day care 
official said, "In Vermont, there is never enough money for V' 
transportation.'' Recognizing the importance of adequate., 
transportation to a day.- care system, the Vermont 4-C Manual „ 
states - o . ., - ' ^. o 

. ' V- ' ■ ' ■■ ' ■ a 

. ,^ The availability of transportajiiori; can 

.be\.critical to..^, carry ing..,put. effective >i. 

services for children, and families^- ' ' ' 
^-individually operated autos, or buses can, 
be prohibitively^vexpensive for small . 
' . -programs. " ■ 

As an initial step in "coordination , 

c^ participating agencies, should investigate 

the possibilities of sharing the presently , ' 
. „ ' available transportation among programs,' . ^ --f^ 

both for transporting children and other '^o 
purposes', such' as attending staff training 
■ ■ sessions. ^ o ' 
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As community-wide program ceOVdijiation 
progresses, the 4-C agency may want 
to develop transportation arrangements 
with taxi companies or p'ublic transit.) ^' 
■ systems that can serve a wide variety ,)} 
of agencies, i/ ^J 

' As an attempt to respond to . transportation needs, Vermont 
provided one dollar per- day (to FAP eli^^ible families who 
needed it) for transportation to and from any day care .facility . 
This "add-on" .y/as ' to be-handled through'^the area '4~Cs but our 
data did not uncover any statewide procedure to provide the 
transportation itself.., However, there seemed to .be less concern 
about this issue th'an any o,f the others examined^ , with few 
prob'J ems expressed by a small number of those interviewed.'' 

" Only., 4 2% of the operators provided" transportaticm servic:(=»'f; 
and generally provided it both ways.' Most of the children . 
were driven to" the day care sites ,. by their parents in less 
than 15 minutes. About 20% of the day care families .traveled „ 
15-30' minutes each way and , one family drove over an hour each 
way. A number of children walked with their parents , and. some/ 
of Jbhe children were driven by a member of the day care staff. 
Some v/ere taken" in n 'publi'c '&us"'by~^^^ some 
rode a school bus, walked alone or took a taxi alone. ■ Only 
nine^;parents saw! transportation as a problem and six said it 
was a problem "occasionally ." Those, who had problems cited ; 
car _troublo, weather land no transportation system for, ' 
children living far out of town^^r'Most of the parents su^gcjested- 
more and better buses a%. a^^isoiucion . .. Others suggested . ckro pools . 
and more moneys, for drivers asj po'ssible solutions . 

Both operators and state officials agreed that inadequate ^ 
funds and a lack, of community-^ s,uppbrt were the major problems 
in provicaing^tfansportation 'Services. " ^ ■ 



0 



Overall, Vermont seemed to be meeting .transportation needs 
reasonably well, at least for those youngsters enrolled in 
the program. It may be important to Vermont, however, to 
determine if there were FAp eligible, families who didn't 
participate, in the program because they had ^no transpbration : ^ 



Use of Support Resources „. , 

A majority of ■-.the day. .care operators had a regular- -.. 

procedure to obtain, services for thei-r day care children. 
Health and food services were provided most frequently, 'while 
transportation and education services seemed to be second 
priorities since those services were ' expected from local 
public and private agencies. ^^ Only' six operators said that 
State day care officia^ls were '^involved in the , provision 
of these services. In other places'. Head Start, parents, 
T/ Vermont .4-C Manual . ~ , ■ ■.. ■. . ' ~, ~, 



hi 



1 




- 311 - 



. of the board members interviewed said i-h^-h 

^^^^^^^'^ by ale^'or^he. board 
momDers. On the whole, site day care staffs did not r-inv 

l^^n^nff ^"'^ '^^^^'^^ services as top p?io"S 
■ ^he"e'2d for equipment and supplies was more important to' ' 

ihey'aS sai^ tr- ' 'f.^'*^*^ 
ahd- transcort^.n,o^^ "^"^ """^^ Purchase health^ ' . ' 

and transportMion services before they would,^invest in 
food services('/and identified dental and psychological 
examinations a.,d treatment as moreffimportinttHan physical 

^ examinations and treatment. " „ 

r-^'^ '^^y '^^^^ operators were satisfied ~ 

with the qualit"v'"tif f-hn hn-,Tt-h . scicitjiiea 

thev were Drovfdin^^^^^h u^^*'""^P°''*'^*'^°" and-fodd services 
better tLnT ^ ^ ^ . ^ children-and said food services were' 

= services,, , and that health services were 

least "satisfactory. ■ They identified two "major problems as 
inadequate funds especially „ for health and transportation 

stat'e," especially'^^fh health ' 
and food services.. A, lack of community int'^erest mildly affected 

recardinc hlaltfl' -^^e ^ ald^^roL^c'^^lnts 

regarding .health .services: ,;'Not enough-, money' especially for 

fge,'ci»s?aff-cou?d h' coordination'. ':.CAA not coograting.. 

?he food'' se5;,?°"" ''n interested..." others commented on ^ 
the food prvices.: "Inadequate standards. .. cook could be better 
not =enough services available ... do ' not reach all t'rie children V ' 

satisfiL°with%rT^^^ '- said tiiey. were reasori'ably ■ 

satisfied with the dai^' care service their children were' rec'oiVino 
Only one . parent , was. not satisfied with the-' food , ' two >? - 
parents were .not satisfied with the health care and two pair-ents 
asked Llhrrrwr' """""' for all the children? ^Wh^n " . 

asked If there was any service they wished the day care program ' " 
would provide, three patents requested dental services! four" ' 
.suggested ^^transportation , and ' six, :earents wanted health care^ . ■ ' 
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Basically, state officials and day care operators agreed 
on the major problems \J/ith providing these supportive day care 
services. Of those who said there were problems, all agreed 
that inadequjjte funds was the major problem for healtli, food 
and transportation services. In addition to inadequate funds, 
state officials agreed that a lack of resources and not enougli > 
help from the State were major problems in providing health 
services. They also agreed that a lack of community support 
was a major problem in providing transportation services. 
Problems identified with the provision of food services created 
some differences of opinion between state^j officials and ■ ' 

operators who identified uncooperative agencies and not 
enough help from the state as the source of trouble, while 
state officials named not enough staff or money as the 
major problems. One state official said the ^overall problem 
;was that operators and parents needed to know more about 
existing services and how to get them, especially during the 
organizing period. But here, again, the burden for knowing 
"what to do" Wasfttrahsf erred to the parents and providers who 
couldn't be expected to, "know" unless some method was found to 
distribute useful 'information at the 4-C or state" levels. 

Payment for ^Support Services 

SI lightly more than half of. the day care operators said,/ 
they paid for food,* educational services and supplies with 
their own resources. 34% paid for\ transportation, 10% 
paid for health care and fewer than 1^'% paid for social services. 
Some.pf the other services the day, care operators said they 
paid for with their own resources,, included clothing for the^ 
poorest children, entertainmentlnnd training^^ costs. 

. • ■ _ - ■ ■ . ^jv. ; 

In general health s\.jrvices were paid through Medicaid 
and federal grant money. , 

However, food, ^, health care and transportation ^services 
relied on donations of money and services as well as the ' 
reimbursement fee^ . ^ ^ ' : ^' 

In <the proyision of ' support services ,,sone third of the 
board members surveyed said they helped to provide. ^educational 
services', supplies , health care and ' . transpprtatip^n. Board 
members also said they '-provided food , social services carpentry 
and painting, maintenance, fund raising, le^gal and administrative 
'services. It should be noted here, however, that board 
participation in the LICD survey represented less-. than 10% 
of the"'"fifty sites surveyed since many sites had no'boards ', 
or. had representative "umbrella" boards. / 

" . In! general, state, officials' perception of paymenf^; "^l / 
f or '"s^upport .services agreed with that of. the s'^ite people . ^ 
State' staff added the information/ that the special fppd program 
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of the state Department of Education provided food for about 
one half of tlie day care centers at a cost of $55,000 in 
FY 1971 which junipedvto nearly $105,000. in FV(, 1972.- 

■„ ■ " ^ ' ' 

Places and Things 

As important supportive resources, places and tilings 
were rxamined to assess their relative importance to tiie 
day care 'service. Twenty two of the day care sites surveyed 
owned the prop^erty where the^prograjn was located. Value of the. 
property ranqeca from $9,000. to $40,000. 00. Five of the 
twenty two were centers whose value ranqed from' $3.0,000. 00 to 
$100,000,00 Twenty sites rented space from $1.00 wer month. 

-to $250. 00 per month,' Others used church, school or college 
property which had been donated'. „ There was a stipulation 

'in >one 4-C area that day bare operations'\,were to use donated 
property. In some cases, a day care site cou;i'gYpnly pay 
u.tilities. About half the day .care ^'sites operated out of > 
private homes where the service was provided in part of tlifi 
living quarters. Only, seven day care facilities were used 
exclusively for day care services. ,| The other^sites were used 
for. activities of the churches, schools'^' and community social 

.centers where, day .care -was „ located ...i^-One^day. care center was 
in the same bui-lding ais a Head Start. Most of the, day care 
facilities had been renovated to some 'extent between 1970 and ^ ■ 
1971 and 'more than half of the renovations were made to meet' 
licensing requirements and ..for expansion. Renovation costs 
ranged, from $10.00 to? $10,000, 00", with most of the costs 0 ^ ■ 

.ranging from $250, to $1,00,0.;; .. // ' ' . ' ^ 

" Sixty percent of the oper.a.to'rs said they ..planned further 
renovations from painting ^to adda.ng a new. rooui,-'" About half 
the opefatorsit said they needed .'a fenced yard and '^kitchen 
etguipment but could not .afford them. Others needed 
additional space for special ..purposes such as- nap rooms and 
improved rtoilet facilities. Most, of the day care operators 
had purchased their day care equipment 'and^ furniture while 
others used donated furniture or equipment or made it them- 
selves. ■ ,. ■ . . o ■ .-.> " " . ' 

Regardless of all the' o'the'r'' dimensions of Vermont's 
f;AP day care pretest , what; may turn out to be a most significant 
factor was implied in the • information^ that -about half ^of the 
sample sites operated out of . private homes. Vermont's pretest. 
chaJJ._en^g ^child care, .was somehow 

related to centers or institutional facilities , rather than;.- 
a product of human interaction and iinaiginative use of 
•resources.' If the Vermont experiment was 'disappointing to 
some, that .reaction may have been more a consequence of un- /; 
realized potential fthan injperfect achievement. ^ 
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ChaptGr'-^ 7 



Information 

Because of the special importance of information as, ^^-^ 
central to the day care system, the LICD investiqation ' 
focused on how information was obtained, selected, stored, used ■ ^ 
and disseminated. Starting with the Baseline Survey, £/ . 
Vermont attempted to, collect information about day care needs 
and resources.' 'Except for the field/data collection related 
to the Mathematica study., however, we learned that decision- 
makers did np^t^.s.y^stematically attempt to obtain information o--' 
from the fi'e^rd^^^intil well into the second year of the pretest. 
Feedback information would have been useful not only for //V.' 
obtaining current assessments of client needs and resource 
inventories, .but; equally important, it could have been useful 
^in *de~ter mining how well~"the system was working. Most of-^the. ■ v 
regular feedback from sites to 4-G to state consisted of 
complaints or crises which needed/'limmediate action, but no 
central record was kept of such -transactions either for 
operating decisions or for long-range planning. , 

o„ Field people at , the state level each worked independently 
and kept' their own records 'and,, files . Recognizing the problem, , 
-Vermont OCDy > early in FY 1972, began to "develop a formal 
management infojrmation system which was still in the ^^traal 
and" error stag 12' during the closing^-'period of the LICE) study. 

Cpnununity contacts, by and large,, consisted of state staff 
expiaini^ng or announcing changes^in FAP. policies and procedures . 
In describing those meetings , several site operators "said that 
questions raised from the floor about, day to day operating / 
problems were set aside as "not 'relevant" or to ^be dealt 'with^^ 
"at " another 'time: "" " The "general'^impression we.;'received was of ^^a ' 
one way information system, top down with no method to test ■ ,. 
whether or not the "message ". . had been received , understood or 
correctly, applied. V / 

•To'-iden'tify : the^ nature and extent of Vermont ' s .information 

problems, LICD'staff/asked maiiy of the same or similarvvquestions 
(about routine operating matters) of persons at all levels of 
the,.^system, state 4-Cs and, day care sites.\\^i3y ^comparing responses, 
we were able to identify major areas ^where actions were talcen 
on the assumptlbn that others "just knew." For, example, . ^ 

- ^ ■ ' '•■ - ■ ' y^' > ' ' . \' • ., 

17 Mathematica, Inc. , Family Assistance Program Planning Papers , 
~ *' Volume V. R'epo,rts on . the Baseline Survey and Cdst'^Projectiohs , 
■March, 1971. <r , n _ > >\ • 

■ ' "'^ ■ ■ - '\,. ^ • • 



several state officials each thoucjht another bf thnm nvnv^- ^ 
day. care budget control whan, in fact, no one did "sftr^evol 
^he'^f M.T to comply with complicated regulatioriron 
the iculty assumption that they had copies of.) them, had -read 

,theni or knew where to turn for assistance. :> ■ 



The point, here, is that there was no systematic flow 
cLtfn°"'^^r'°'' be tappe'a and.adjusted as needed . 

Consequently, many of the problems which*'seemed to defy rl- . 
solution when traced tp.,their source, rsvealed 'tWt informs i-ion 
"or'wa^'l.'i^"' "^^i^^^-^Plete, was incom^rehensire,'was naccurate" 
or was late. Consequently, some 4-C leaders and site operators 
needs'^^or f° """"f"." ^"'^ procedures to meet t^^ir own 

S "■o?ficiaT"''LlH"'' "'^"'^'^"^ °^ "^'^ '^hey raeshed , 

wj. uii orriciai positions. o 

FY 107^ evidence of its sensitivity to the problem, the SOCD ' s 
IL llnJ proposal contained new positions which carried 

the promise of capability to deal with information systems " 

These ^included a half time Communications Specialist 
an Administrative Analyst, a Policy /Procedures Specialist? 
f^om^thf'budLf^'^'-'' ^"'^^ Services Coordinator. Eliminated 
rrom. the budget , however were positions which reflected child 
oerLnn^?"''""' '""^^ ^^^P-^ram trainers and t^kchnicallslJsiance 
personnel m accordance with the new plan tvD delegate "child 
care work" to the 4-C level during the third year ofthe pretest 
when^the'soCD would play a<more coordinative and management '\, 



Findings C~ 
Referral Syster ;s . „ ' . ' i, .. ■ 

_ ^ LICD^examin-ed referral systems as components' of afi 
mtormation system. ,. <, . 

Mo^At of the state officials surveyed said theV did not 
use a regular referral procedure; to obtain services for day care 
children Those--who~dicruse-"a''WferraT'-p^^^^^^ 

three of the Training aSd Technical Assistance SpeciaUsts ' 
consultant' ''^tr^^^^^'' Intern,, and the Child Nutrition ' 

consultant. Referral, procedures were for the following ■ - 
education health, transporation, food and " ° 

education.. ^Mosl- of the services were-provided by local public 
rtln V . private agency personnel and State Day 

bf,r also participated -in „the referral procedures " 

' "°of? fr^q^ently as public agency people. Three of the 
state officials indicated that the referral system. did not , ■ 

'^^^^'^ documents. Most referrals were informally 
unffAm, r two state people us'ed> forms. There was no 

uniformity. m the operation of the referral svstem, even at the 



state level. Three people felt that the system was satisfactory, 
four did not and blamed inadequate funds, lack pf other 
resources and no community support. One state official said 
that the system "was incomplete at^^ this time/" Only one 
state official stated that agencies referred families to him ^ 
for day care services and this was done by telephone. Follow- 
up on referrals was done informally through f eedback . f rom the 
families to the agency and vice versa. 

Most of the State employees interviewed stated that 
their agency had not developed a procedure' to direct families 
to other agencies, or they did not know if their agency had 
a procedure. One person'^described the procedure as being 
done "collectively with and through FAP components,'' another 
said she^ "went through the 4-C committee," and another saidNX 
that if there was a procedure, it would be at the local 
level. One^.person said that a manual code book had just 
been completed for'-^ref errals and another said that "several 
volumes have been written by the FAP planning staff on 
referral mechi misms . " , * . '" ^ 



. At^the'-4-C level there seemed to be some real confusion 
about "what FAP is" and^^ which agencies were FAP-related. 
In all cases cited, FAP remained an amorphous entity in the . 
minds of 'the 4~C leaders'. None could list .which FAP-related 
agencies existed in their community. Family referrals were " 
made to long established agencies , without -^a systematic 
connection to FAP, although many of the 4-C leaders mentioned 
FAP frequently during the course of the interviews. 

J " ' ,, ^ 

There, also seemed to be some real confusion about the 
"referral system" itself. Based on the- information collected, 
LICD investigators found that there were ^no formal ..referral 
systems existing in the"^4-Cs. Referrals were made by telephone 
or personal contact and most 4-Cs followed up referrals "out 
of curiosity." One 4-C chairwoman said she "asks the family 
to call back if the referral^ does not work out." Others 
received feed-back from operators. One 4-C used referral 
"f orms ; 'but "only "for" f amiiy 'fef errals"^*tb''cHi I'd'^c^aFe t '^'^ . .. 

The HEW/Vermont FAP contract charged^Vermont with the 
responsibility to develop a ref erral^sy stem for the activities 
of agencies contributing to the registration, and 'service ' 
features FAP lo In the same contract , /Vermont was charged 
with the responsibility to design^ referral procedures between ■ 
day'^ care and other FAP components. „ "Of particular concern 
will be referr^als for supportive services for children." W 
There was^-l ittle evidence, that such aostate initiated 
system existed. One the contrary/ there seemed to be very 
few directives regarding FAP agency coordination and^referral , , 
i'systems from the state to the 4-C area committees. ' ,< 



1/ ^ HEW/Vermont Contract , p.'" 8 
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In the draf.t of the ReQional 4-0 ^Gonunittee Administrative 
c;rant Procedure, the 4-C was given responsibility to "ensure 
that public and private agencies are aware and utilize a 
systematic referral system designed^^'to identify and certify 
eligible children , counseling families regarding child care 
possibilites . place children and evaluate placement of all 
children." tf In addition to that, the, 4-C must " coordinate 
with child care operators, state offices, and' organizations 
to ensure the successful development of services to meet 
child care. needs in the area. " 2/ Only .four 4-C leaders 
rated their referral system as satis'f actoify while two 4-C 
leaders cited the lack of staff and nonrcdopera'tive agencies 
as problems in providing referral service J V 

Other than those two major responsibJli^ties there was 
no mention of a referral system to other FAP .components. 
Only three 4-Cs seem to be putting their energies into 
coordinating services and providing referrals to "insure^ 
the successful '^development of services to meet, child care 
needs in the area," and most of what was done was ^ informal . 
It would appear that a statewide referral system will need 
to be established if the 4-C organizations are to be held 
responsible for this FAP- related activity. ' ^. 

At the Day~^Care Operating £evel - 

, 

Most of the day care operators said they received 
families referred to them by other agencies and that 
referrals were made by telephone or through personal contact. 
In most situations, the referrals were' 'followed up either ,.- 
by ,the referral agency calling back or through informal { 
feedback from the families to the agency. In a very few 
.situations, the operator would write a report which was 
sent back to the agency - ^ < ^ 

_jj I /L_ 

1/ See Appendix E-1.^ , . ^, , : 

2/ Ibid. . . , : ^ ^ 

^3/ See Appendix I for breakdown of services by Area =4-C. 
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FAP Referral 

j-.r Most of the operators did not have a procedure to refer 
children or their families to other FAP component prog rams, ^-^ 
Four centers outside of the Champlain Valley and 
Lamoille County 4-Cs (where, the E&D proiect operated) had a 
FAP referral system. According to the day care operators, 
they referred families to the FAP Vocational Rehabilitation' 
project, social services and work/training. Of the thirteen 
sites surveyed in the Champlain Valley and Lamoille 4-Cs, 
half of ''them were caretakers. Three of the five centers 
in ^ihese two 4-C areas had a FAP referral procedure. One 
sent all referrals '^to the 4-C. One caretaker in this region 
coiTunented that she 'had never heard' of FAP. Although it appeared 
that the referral procedure was pretty informal and personal, 

(/more than half the directors had developed a procedure to ■ ''^ 
direct families to other agencies for services. Referrals were 
usually made by telephone or personal contact. One operator 
accompanied the families' to ' the agencies to "help them 
understand the regulations." In two situations , "the day care 
staff and the 4-C were trying to get" local agencies to 
coordinate or to publish a directory of all available services. 
Most of the operators'^'said they, did not know or had not. 
re f erred any of the i r f^arn i lie s to the FAP Vp ca t iona 1 Rehabil i a t ion 
project. Of the thirteen surveyed in the Champlain Valley and 
Lamoille 4-C area, only three operators had referred 
families to Vocational Rehabiliation , but seven outside of the 
E&D area said families .were referred to that project. Day care 

' site Board members said that -referrals were made^-by telephone 
and personal contact. Most of the boards followed-up ' (;' 
through informal feedback from the families.. Some of the 

; boards said they .had .'problems with,/the referral system, 
mainly due to inadequate funds and the unavailability of - 
resources . ' ' j. ' 

» • ' - ■ \\ 

^ In summary, the Vermont referral/^system, was so informal 
that referrals depended on personal knowledge of available . 
resources and ability to obtain them. In only a few situations 
were forms used; Findings show that mote, people were referred 
to day care than the other way around. " 
■'•'-'^'■''•"T'"'" " ■.■.^.^.>-................^-p...... -.--.^ 

FAP Referral System in ""the BurlingtcVirMorrisville Area 

; Chamjjlain Valley and Lamoille County 4-v. " served the FAP 
Manpower Experiment and Demonstf iation Program in the 
Burlington-Mbrrisville area .' ■ - ■ - ■ • ; \^ 

~ About 40%. of _ the total number of families with "an adult ' \ 
member participating, in the E&D project had. their children 
in day care services A few other families (participated in the 
E&D Program from elsewhere in the state, but the greatest 
concentration' of families lived within the Burlingcon-Morrisville /. 

region. ^ ■ ^ , • ■ // 



/\ 
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About half the families that v/crc referred to the FAV 
Vocational Rehabilitation Project lived in the Champlain 
Valley and Lamoille *1-C area and most of' the referrals ^,were 
made by one group home and tv;o centers. The other ten sites 
in the two 4~C regions in question did not know if families 
had been ref erred^^ to ■ the FAP Project. Most of the other 
referrals were made , in Windsor County.- Only 2S% of the 
surveyed families using FAP child care services for manpower 
traiining or employment were located within. the E and D region. 
Agencies did not refer families. to 3S% of the sites surveyed 
In the E and D region and all of these were homos or caretakers. 
Only one 'center had a referral^' made to it using a furni. Telephone 
and personal contact were used most often to refer to day care. 
The data show that the referral system in the Burlington- 
Morrisville area v:?as no different from that in the rest of the 
state and that follow-ups were informal. 

About 62% of the operators in the'^^E and D region did not 
have a procedure to refer children "or their families to other 
FAP component programs. One small center director referred 
families to Vocational Rehabilitation , social, services and the 
work/training program. The others sent families to Vocational 
Rehabilitation or social se'rv ices . ■ One ojjerator sent all 
referrals to the 4-C. Othe^^operators who made referrals to 
the FAP component programs were located within the Rutland, - 
Windsor , Bonnington and Central Vermont 4-C areas.. Most of the 
day care operators throughout the state did not make referrals 
to other FAP components, nor^did those in the Burlington- 
Morrisville area. ~ 

Most- of the operators in the E and D 'area had not developed 
procedures to "direct families to other 'agencies' and ' this was ^ 
not typical of other operators in the^state. Most ofo the 
day care operators in the 'E and D regibn did., not know How much 
money they received from FAP, but the largest amount reported . 
by one center was .$^3.7 , 000 , and the smallest 'amount was $768. 
The range for the entire state .was $768. - $96,000. About half 
the day care operators i:n the Bur lington-Morrisville area used 
the Family Day Care Eligibil.i^ty and Fee Computation Report forms. 

o-A bo u t -ly ^3 o f > - a-l the^ operators' " surveyed: used t he ■ - f o rm s r e w t - ■ • ■ 

operators in the E and D area used"'' the Parent Declilra tion 
of Employment Status and Family Income form. This was also, true 
of the larger sample population. Very few operators in the' ' 
Rnv-i -i naton-Morrisville area- had written instructions for these 

; ."^'P^ips and this. was.,tr.ue..for...the.A^ sample.population . -Most 
of the operator in the E and D area .said they did not know 
how theyr:determihed FAP or"lV-A eligibility or could not ansv/er 
the quest^ipr^ and one operator said that the 4-C determinecl_.:...,.V 
eligibility. . Most of the operators said they did ho£' ask for 
help wi th either: of the forms and -the one operator who did ask 
for help said it was because the ins tructions were confusing and 
she.; had "p;:oblems interpreting the rules." ' 




.--^ . PAP R(.> forr^il at the> 4-C' Lovel 



^- The-' LamoilJo 4-C iecidcrs said thoy had no fcimil.ics pcirt-ici- 
pating in thcFAP Manpower Kxperi men t and DGiuoni^ tration Project:, 
rhajTiplain Valley 4 -C -leaders . said they did and provided the inter- • 
mation^ by collecting it from various sources among their own 
records. Neither Champlain Valley 4-C nor the Lamoille 4-c re- 
feri'ed families to the FAP Vocational Rohabilitnt.ion Project.. 
Nineteen 4-C families were using FAP child Ccure services i.n the 
Ija:no i 1 1 e 4 -C area so th a t a pa re n t wou 1 d work o r t a ke t r a i n i n g . 
notJi 4-Cs used referral forms but refcrra].s Sere usua I iy^ informa 1 
telephone or personal contadV.s. Both 4 -Cs said they maintained 
FAP. referral records and both thought the in format'ipn Was useful 
because they were ab^le to "obtain bas ic in formation on tiie clTent 
_and ,his "need to know . the FAP^. potent lal . " ' ; o 

Records and Reports :/ " >; 

Si>: state officials said they received and reviewed the. Family 
Day Care eligibility records,^ and six others saw the Fee Computation 
report. Eiglit officials received and reyiewo)3 monthly DilJ.inq re- 
ports from the sites liut only two saw expendi'tu re records v/hile four 
reviewed^- i^icoma. records ; Seven said they reA'iewed '^program evalua- 
tion reports and four saw, referral in forma ti^'^n. One employee 
(identified as..v,a FAP monitor) ^ did not receiVv^i F^P referral informa- 
tion but did r.se,e;:,ot her referral materials . /^Kgair scid tliey received 
site enrollee termination data, but, the '"fai;' monitor did not. Three 
received ^nutrition'' records and two L^aid; th^y received coirespondcncc 
from area 4 -Cs» regularly regarding policy and procedure. 

Two :employees reviewed Tsi'te attendance records and one re- 
ceiv(^-\infdrmation' through' the MIS . It was interesting to note that 
five persons in the same job category listed di fferen t"' reports and 
records and that . none '^of them said they received the. same information? 
to-'rcview. .There was no explanation ^'for this except Vermont's.. 
informality , and the obvious lack of;, an information system. 

,- These were the LICD findings concerning ' the day care operators * 
PGi^ception of the ro'le and use of , family day ''care eligibili ty re-'V/. 
coi'ds, fee computation reports, monthly billings reports, expenditu('e 
records , records of , income , program evaluations , FAP r'ef er>rar^. ''^ 
infdrmatibn, other, referral , information/"enrollee termination records 
and nutrition req^rds; • / ' . 

According the -FAP In fcerim/Guide'lines,, and Operating Procedures 
issued by the state /' the i 4 -Cs were required :.to maintain all the'abovefj 
mentioned reports and records, even/'though: each 4 -C ' did not niaintiain 
all 'of these 'records . , !Out of the eleven required records , only ■.thi:ee-> 
yere .kept by all/eight 4-Cs. These were... the Family Day Care 
Eligibility Record, the Fee Computation Report and the Vender's,/ 
Monthly Billing Report. Of these , there" was consens^as t.^i'at'^the 
monthly billing report was the most useful to the 4-C. , '.^^ \' 
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" Family Day Care Elig ibility . Record s.: ^_ , 

frXen.^PPe^^^ these records werG. their respcMi- 

sibility and seven said they were the responsibility of the* 
4--C., Others did not answer or said someone else -was respon- 
sible. Fifteen operators said that the records were useful 
and twelve did not find tnem useful at all. All agreed that 
they were required by SOCD or A-C. Some comments regarding 
usefulness: > . "It identifies who is eligible ... necessary 
for funding purposes ... i t sorts out those whcneedday care.,, 
.useful , in dealing with parents... to know who is eligible.''' 

' o . ' \ ■ , 

Fee Computation Report : 

0 ■ 

Four operators said> that this" report was the 4-C's respon- 
sibility and five said it w^as their responsibility. The others 
either dj.d not answer the question or said it was the respon- 
sibility of another agency. The. report was prepared to meet 
an 0CD/4-C requirement. Fourteen 'found the report useful and 
eight did not. Reasons given for the report's usefulness: 
"for reference to OCD...know the budget ... necessary f or f:unding . . 
program planning ... estimating income... as part yof a management 
information syst.em. . .fi.:;iow who has to pay." ; ' . 

Monthly Billing Report's * 



Twelve operators said the reports //ere their responsibility, 
'five- said they were the responsibility 'of the 4-C. .. All agreed 
they were prepared to meet an 0CD/4-C requirement. Twenty'*one 
operators said they, v/ere ' use^ful/VineV^said th^ey were not.<> ' 
Reasons for usefulness i.ncltiided : ' ' "good reference for OCD. 
goodf^for planning and f und^nig . . . as indications of billing on ' ^' 
parents. . .helpful for budgeting ... so we can receive money... 
for good records,. . .use ,a check "^'up , in case of problems. . . " • 

:'' ' ■ x^. " > . ■ , ■ . 

Expenditure Reports : f, ^ r: . 

^, Two operators said these were the 4-C 's responsibility and o 
fourteen said these reports were their responsi>Jili ty . The . 
pthers did not reply or .said they were "someone else ' s responr 

■^sibility." Mos-t_operators agreed they were prepared to meet 
0CD/4-C requirements. However, unli.HcvPthe-other reports^- 
a great number of the operators preps^;ed the .expenditure reports- 

MDecause ^^they were "important." As a result, ^'twenty six found' 
them useful' and only tfhree did' not . Reasons ..for usefulness , 
•included :,,,., "good for bookkeeping accuracy., and !.f/inanc,ial - a 
credibility. . .budgeting. . .verifies legal use of f unds . . .planning- 
budgeting. . :as an ^Indication of billing: amounts ta'^'-t^udi t .. . 

,.for . center ' s' use. . .^knowledge of Where we ^stand financially... 
know what has been paid . " ^ ' " ■ O' ■ ' 

^ ',. The Vendor Certification Record was generallyV^rep.ared^k^^.,,,,...^ 
. ,by ' a 4-C. staff person . :.Some '4-Cs indicattid' that i t was pre- \Jv ' 

pared monthly, others s'^tated that it was prepared^'^as- "it »was iTt^-?eded 
••"every three months,'' or "when 'the Information was available."-^ 



ElGveri "ops rators said " they were the'si Fes ' ' responsibi li ty . 
In addition to preparing them for SOCD and the A-C, operators 
made them a si te . requirement . Twenty four found, the report' / 
useful but two did not'. ^Reasons for usefulness included: I 
"good for budgeting ... financial credibility. . .planning. . . A| 
tax forms. . :Qudits. .'..know what I have to plan on." I 

Program Evaluation Reports : 

Seyen operators said they were responsible for program ' 
evaluation reports and others said J[-C or SOCD were resporj- ' 
sible'for them and (.required them. Operators said program " r 
evaluation was usef ul.'because , "it providta feedback on the i 
program. . .good for program planning ... analysis of the- pr;ogram l^s 
effectiveness.. .good, for program decisions ... helps us see how [ 
we've done and how to improve ... to . see ahow the childrefi have 
progressed." •] 

.•• '\\ ■ ' , 0 . 

FAP Rgferral Information : 

\l ' ■ •■ "... 
, b , Gray two operators said they were ^.responsible .for ^hese 
records ,^"-v^two said they were the responsibility of the A-C , 
two-said tihey were: "someone ' else ' s" responsibility, arid the 
others didn't"know. Three said/tiie information, was not use- 
ful and. seven .said it was usef ul because >"it was good ifor 
"..P^°^fam planning.', .provided family information arid explained' 

their, motive for involvement ... good ff or reference. . .getting 
' ^HQ.^s. . .bookkeeping. and .^provides backgroiirid" family informa- 
,.ti VV" ... ■ ^ ■ - : ,iv , ■ . ^ 

■ , „ ,■ . ■ ,. . . , , c ' 

other Referrcfj. Information : 

Five operators said records on gen^Val^ referral informa- 
tion w'ere .their res pons ibiii.tv and were prepared primarily to ■ 
help themin their work. .Thirteen operators found the informa- 
tion use/u'r because: "it ''provides., technical information on 
the children. . .good for reference . background information on 
the families-i . .prov^u;:3 a. history of the children and the \-,_ 
f ami lies. " ^ v . ^' .,J . , 

Enrollee Termination 'Records ; • .i. ■ . ^ 

■■ . ■ ■ .'. ^ ■ ' •■■'■^ •• ■ , ■ ' 

Most of the opera*jors said that these records were their 
responsibility and wer:3 a^site, requirement. A few said they 
were' prepared becausC) required by SOCD ■ arid the 4-C ..; -Sixteen ( 
of the operators, found the. information- useful because:,^./ V,^ I' 
..."gave the-^reasons for the indi.yiduar' s terminations.v. .gave ' 
funding sources awareness of space ne'e'ds.^.s, feedback information' 
|or f uture . use . . .gopd for program evaluation.^;:^'' ' ' . ...T 
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Nutrition Records: 



Most of the operators said that ,these records were their ^ ' 

responsibility in response to a SOCD requirement. Nineteen 0.. 
' 'said the information, was useful and seven said^ it was not. ' ' 

..^ Those who used the records said they were good for:, "menu 

. planning. . .funding analysis of nutrition program'. . .bookkeeping. . . 

needed for food billing ... assures adequate nutrition. to 
\> keep.j|'.fack of the number of p,eople fed and the kinds of meals ' " „ 
served'." Other records maintained by day care operators 
i included iaealth records, for children and staff , children's ' 
' progress records, emergency informa tion cards, licensing 

inspection records and daily attendance r;^cprds. , 

X The food service reimbursement program required that hicjhly 
V detailed control records be. maintained at each site for ' at least u 
'three years , , under Department of Agric:ultu're regulations. LICD . 
staff, eould find no rationale for the method used to control^ food 
services at the operating level / particularly since no one in 
Vermont was ■ interviewed with responsibility for reviewing them or 
using them. - We. were told, howeverV, that "someone from the'-l^epart- 
,. ment of:. Agriculture once looked at a ■ center ' s- recprds. " Control 
of - surplus commodities required records -which providedv specif ic 
, information^, to show dates and amounts of commodities received, ;■■ • 

how much of-each commodity was used during the month and the sV 
balance on ' hand at the, close of each reporting period. . " , „ 

'".^ '\ _. State Perceptions ^bf Sites ^ \ . 

r-.-' • . State Officials, said that^ they thought the sites used 
the forms described' above, o^Nine officials said the. sites ./ ' 

had received .written instructions for the eligibility forms * 
■ (A'' bu^t others did?r.not know .If they had them. One Training and 
\ o Technical, Assistance Specialist said "that the sites did not use 

the forms and explained that the 4-C helped parents complete 
the. Family Eligibi lity , record , 'Ano.ther state employee explained 
, • that SOCD. and. ,4-C staffs provided- technical assistance to the 

operators in 'certifying, eligibility Eleven officials stated " 
that the site operators nisver asked for -their help with the * . ' 

. ,. . eligibility forms or -the fee computa tion ■ i^eport '^'Six others " ... 
. explained that the sites had sought their help for the " ■ =r> 
r follo\7ing reasons ': "the instructions are confusing have 

' ; problems interj)reting the; rules. .V the forniat is" confusing. ^ ' f\ 

' they, .were unfamiliar, with the procedure the day care staff 
'^;,..,,^idn\t, have time or staff to complete forms and the,, t'eacher^^- / 

■ . . than ^ - " 

wi,th forms. ^ - 

. .Only '.qne of . those surveyed did not keep minutes' of . 

Ktti' ■ ^^r^heir meetings. ^ About ; half ^he Boards, Issued ^reports iihich '^'^ V. . c 

••■ - v.-r '^"cl^}^3ed minutes and reports' sent to the P^p^^^ and 

^ .-constituents reports sent to SOCD^ or "Wasyi'^ng ton. " ''Most of 

.. the Boards received more reports than theV^lssue^ chiefly - - ■ ^/ , 

. . irom the day care operator and the staff. A small portion 

. . . . ..of the .reports .received came ;,from the area 4-c and SOCD. „ .^«.,,^;'.. 
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Cereificabion of lUigibility ' ' . ' " ' 

Thirteen. operaLor's said they did not certify ^-liqibilitv 
twelve -completed: foms-tor-both-^ completed 
forms only for the 4-C. Some other director^ verified JayroU . 
check stubs oro sent the stubs to the 4-C. u ^ ^ 

.. .. There was no uniform procedure which all day care operators 
followed in .certifying the elicjibility of day cdVe families.' 
ADOut half the operators recjues ted .payroll check stubs from 
w^^.P''''''''^^^ as, proof that they were participating in a progSir,// 
which made them eligible for FAP/IV-A day care services ^ " 

Others requested parent declaration forms, IRS reports, 
verification from, the Department ■ of i:mployment Security 
notes from social workers,, or WIN refbrrals. About half the • ' 
operators surveyed did not follow any of the procedures for \. 
certifying eligibility, as specified in the FAP- Interim Guic%> -.^-- 
lines_. One operator said , "nothing like that is done here ' • 

1 just took nthe- children ^nnd that was. that." she had no idea . 
of the FAP procedures and said' she, had never signed any papers. 
Most pf the.l'opejators who recognized '.th'e procedures said- they - 

. complied with the following, requirements : parent counselinq! 
preparation of the monthly^ Family Day Care Eligibility and 

. Fee Computation Report, monthly service billing . and maintenance 
ot t/igaai-Iy- attendance records. However, mos t^*of the. oocrators 
completed only one copy when dupli'cates' and triplicates Were 
requested. Not- all the operaWs maintained a separate fild- 

.^fv^^.^-^y^^.^"^ inactive r^certifications^of eligibilitV, /recorded^; 
eligibility, data on. families, at. the 'time of placement^, ^ 

^a^?^''4^f .^^view and update/;of employment, status , establishment 
and maintenance, of .a.,fee collection account or had'-procedures 
Of rhe thirty seven operators who certified • 

^■^^l^fe^^^^Y' o^ly four had problems with the^}r procedure, i^' ' 



' S ome .J. p f these pr oBT em s w e re : 



There is • an^ awkwardness . and embarassmenf of 
people having to get information, which'seems 
like an invasion of family privacy. It would 
be easier rf an outside .person would establish 
this .information. It. is difficultfi to .obtain 

. the inf ormationnfr'bm .the welfare deplnrtment: ' 
regarding what funds have, been provia'sd ... the 
past three months requirement is confiising^to 
P^^^^^s ' Whose 'IncoiTie changes. .. it is difficult 
Kocedure^^^^^^^ families 
often don' t'- 'have the financial information, 
the ^language -on €0^ forms,, is oVer most'people '^s 

.'heads . . .- o " ■ < . " ^ , ^ ■ ^ 



a/ 



Their procedure was not always the one required In the ~ 

FAP Interim Guidelines: Only 28 of the operators .fdl lowed 
at least one ,of the >FAP procedures. ; 6 
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The TAP eligibility guid(jlines are too res- 
- ^tricted-. . .families have been dropped because 

. Uiey made too much money... The system should 
. - be changed. . .You gc^t people's hopes up and 

then dash them. Pretty soon -they^ won ' t 
believe anything about the government. 

didn-rr.!;n\'''*'' l:rying to -devise a system so " that the operator 
P^nh U T^^^ ^^'^^"^ ^^^^^ parentis s^lgnature on. 

^V^~r .nd c,nr^'^^ fi wi^th the parent^^ signature which the 

^) ^ C and SOCD .would also , sign , ' then photocopy and return ' As it- 

ho^^Ud^'rhav:^ not ,,ecoivo . completed aopy. ., One ooiato. 
' • fo; FAP T ^"f'-^rmatron to knoW^who^was eligible 



Forty percent oC the day cnrec cTfierators used the Fami Iv mv 
care Eligxbility and Fee Cornputation R'eport'^ forms 30 percent of 
32"Sercont°of"th'''^" °.' use^then, S,Uy 

cells the operators, who is eligible use only for FAP For Iu-a ^ 

■^^"^''child^r',a" "-.Food Starnpg-aidLrne and-add 51 0 ' 

■■ in '-h^ „f 1" day care and compare with- net' monthly income Sends 
in.. he payroll check stubs,, to OCCSA and refer & chart to till ' 

" tho nm^lVn'' "^f'^^.^^- they, are qualified or not for IV-'A '/guy f rom 
the^employmenv-securityvoff ice. told me that the^ FAP mother^w'as" ■ . 
eligible. Most- of tli.e ont.rators using these -forms had ask J rnr- 

' i"s?rucHAV had pr6blen,s ,interpreting' the rules or the ° . ■ 

cSnfusiL .L"v1 confusing. , Some thought that the format was ° ^ 
Cuaht ^ i "ot receive instructions. " Another Sperator 

inlbrmation h '^-''"^'"^ advisor, had provided her with ina'aequate, 

. i the orm said, the "parent did not se^em,: to, ^ 
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The 'following are; changes „that the operators- recommended (-n 
' thrfe:!^1te°^.;l::dS^:f ^-^^ ^''"^ certifying eiigiMirty™;!^^^ 

; Simplify. . .Ba'sic proliiem is the attitude toward ' 
. . day care ...changes should reflect chang ing "atti- 
. , t.udes . ^Schedules are , temporary ;^.messine " ' 

. ,. . • :i"«ioa..tes .malaise "in , dayt'cafe 

were set, .the format could be sirilijlif ied . " ' ^ 
^ ■. .there is'^no current fee/rate^;-schedule, one is' ^ " 

" ■ m^nu^e'Llcni;;''^'' ■■''r'''^ "° equipment for the "„ 
minute calculations being'- proposed — the opera- 
; tor'scopy should be simple, without all the cal- 
culations. ..A uniform 'FAP and IV-a' schedule «has '• 
I'ut it is, not, i'n.effectv yet... should' 
■ „ .consolidate forms and ;,simplify them. .. should -have " l, 
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" .. 'a simple scale .in an^, easi ly, .read graph to . , ' 

avoid individual computation ... do not like 
fee /rate schedule , sliding scale and personal 

, ' circumstances information. eligibil^ity 

regulations' should be more flexible to " . o. 
meet needs of individual families.,, .other things 
^ ' should be taken into consideration besides.?- 

how much they, earn on the sliding, scale. . . ^, • 
the rate is the same whether it is 35 hours,. g 
or 45 hours', ..those 'added 10 hours are hard..., 
The second child .. is,,(ialf ..the, ..family, rate . >j 
but that second'child is^^lryice '-as hard on ^ 
the furniture. .. If someone is eligible I " 
would, like to be able to send them to the' ^ . 
4-.C and let them do the work, it'^takes me 

-- ij away from the children' too much." 

One operator; suggested: ' ^ 

Streamline the billing procedure, make the 
form useful to the' centers (sites) rather. 
c than to the (state) agencies; make the 

attendance forms the same , complete them . ■ 

less frequently, and raise the rates... " 
' presently it l-nvolves a time consuming 

computation that should' be tabulized. .-. ^ 

It is interesting to note that 'both the day .care operator , 
and state of fici'als '.whb ^had helped the ,ibperators/jwith the' eligi- 
bility and ^feecomput^^ the major problem as ' 
bei hg ■ the " i n t e rpr e tat lo n^^^ he •.-rules .| \ .• " ; 

" About half-.. the. . operators either did''no't know or could not - 
estimate how long,: it took the 4-C to approve a family's certifi- 
cation, of eligibility. Most of. those who did answer said it' took 
from .1 to 3'^days. • Others^ said it took from 2 to 4' weeks'." Some 

operators certified families on the spot and sent the forms- to 
the 4-C (for confirmation^^' Seventeen day care operators said they 
had been forced to drop ^^chi Id federal funding. One 

operator^., continued to se'rv^f^e "those children "at a loss,.'' Two of 
the main -reasons^"', cited 'b^^^^'pperators f or dropping children wef ia that 
parents could'^nqt find employment or that- the parent made too much 
money,' the same 'reasons pinpointed by , the state of f icials. Some 
of the' other \,contributirig7;iactors^^ i being laid off 

or parent illness, "in trf|'- Northeast Kingdom, Headstart children 
Had ; to 'be dropped, said one operator / due to the .."gross -mismanage- 
ment'fof OCCSA." According 'to OCCSA, of f icials , Headstart ^children r 

;had ^to^Jpe dropped because- Headstart was ^subsidizing FAP and Title 
IV-A cFTildren so the centers "could provide equal quality day^care. 

Only three 4 - G s f oil owed': t he'^'exa'c pro c ed ur'e ' ■ f b r " " " ; ' 

certifying i.eligibility, that is, they all completed forms, 
for state approval. There were five different "'procedures 
used, by; the rest of the;,4-Cs to/certify .eli^^^ One, 4-C 

completfid„ state forms,, reviewed reports .Srbm -the isites and 
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?nnrff=V V 'f^^ Anothbr 4-C, telephoned the eliqible 

fa ilies, made sure the check stubs were dn file at.tho center 
, reviewed reports,, from the sites :and., certified families.. Zo 

tnAcZ7ll f ^''^ reports from the .sites? 

. followed the information with the vendors and certified 

blntn^ fn^' "'"^ staff- certified eligibility when monthly 

sorn iTT, directors mentioned that 

person played an active ..role In cGrtifyinq 
fio^rpn '^^'ith certifying eligibility wL that 

bilMnc, ^''''"^^ "visiting" chiJ^dren:,ori the " 

billing record'. One' 4-C director cTomplained about the lack 

'""^ ^'-^^ "° written policj 

and What did exist was constantly changing , and the=4-C, rarely 

??om>ho' '^^""^ difficulty Obtaining. information^ 

fvom the operators and clients. Each 4-C developed its own 
forms and attempted t,o keep its own records' in iL own way 
not b^nn ^"f = '\=°"g^°'"<=ration 'of unrelated data 'Uich could 
, not be correlated at the state level. 

.. . ^"^'^'^ '='2=^'^ifyi"g eligibility 'ieemed to be 

traceable to the PAP guidelines. One 4-c chairperson said 
You jiave to be Jesus, Christ in order to be e -ig ble f oi ' ' 
PAP Several 4-;C directors indicated that the PAP el°qi- 
f^i^'L'"'.'^""^'"^"'" seriously- reduced community support 
for the program when the., 4-C found it,, necessary to turn . ' 
down other "needy" families seeking child care services ' 
In^November, 1971, the Rutlar{^l 4-C documented facts on how 

Cna ce"'buf '""1 '"^^^'^"'^'^ enrollment afd cdWte" . • 

imances but received no response from the state Also 
in November, 1971, the Rutland 4-C was, given state approval' ■> 
for before and after school program.' ?n a letter ?o loCD 

n°our Granff^ ""%have:,appro.ximateqi-^^ 
We sent ou? nf?"' ' ^^'"^"^^ ^"'^ after ' school, pro.gran, . 
we sent out , offers for proEosals, surveys were .conducted nn,-i 

pri?:c?pair:;d'o:h'""f ' -re .adc wlth aLa superintend nt ' 
fnn^ o " interesf^ed individuals. We received 

four excellent proposals (.$35,000.) but due to Interim pap 
.guidelines it became' literally impossible to qualify FAP « 
-eligible children tcvhonor these proposals. what a ^ 
disappointing image " we „have created .' " • . ^^'^"at a 

bd selhsTt^uo h"'''''^^ '^"-'"''^ "^"'^^ "'^g" "-C communities to " 
be sensitive, to cer,ta.a,n- considera tions : e.g., "Rules and 

a^e aga^!n:t"the'?'\'''' innovation and progL,; .^mproveSts 
riaiditv the. letter and /«n tent c^-f- the program,- " 
l^f^r^'^,^''"T''''T ''^^''^'"P''''^^''^^ serivice to groups with 
Io,ne 4-a-lo- if's"^?^'' are^ not .Acceptable ^to the progLm." ,. 
thc" 4-C au?d ? ' ^^''""t ^''^"^^ the ..PAP concept "conflicts with 
f hl' L ^ ^ "''^ encourage" a wider .cliRntule than 

the more selec tive FAP ^ju,idri nes, permi t * ' " 



Local Level ... . ,y^,.. *, o- - - 



Mos t • of i 1:1k/ uc-jrents Sciid they heard about tlie day ^care • ser- 

vice thro:ui)h a , friend. The^, next largest number of parents ..using 
the day care 5e,rvices were referred to theii^'-by local agcncicjs, 
■Less than IQ found out about FAP day care through a state agency, 
"Newspapers were the third most popular source of ' information and 
a number of parents said- they heard about^ the day care service 
through an OEO Program, another day care site or "v^ord-nf ^mnut-^^ . "* 
About six parents had helped to sta'rt the day care site wliere their 
children were enrolled. These findings suggest that the local day 
care operators used an informal pubJ.ic information system in which 
personal contact played an important role. The' local state agency 
referral sys terns seemGd to, be more effective than the' state ' s FAP 
cireferral system. ' " , ' u ■ 



Most of -the directors said that they did not have a publ^;c 
information system to^ tell the story of their ^program. Those 
that did generally used the newspapers or contacted local officials 
Some used direct maiJ.ings, telephone /^'radio and public nioe tinos 
to;' tell the story and very ,few used" television, x,: fow of tiu} 
directors distributed pamphlets, put up posters, had co/mriunity 
open houses or spoke at service club meeting".. o 

The . majority of tihe directqrs indicated that^day care was 
, not discussed at their community's last annual town meeting. Of' 
the seven community town meetings where day, care was'' discussed , 
four— of the- day care sites h^ad representatives participating in^ j., 
the discussion.,, - . , " > ■, 

Most of the site 5'ay care ^advisory boards said they had a % ■ 
public information systbm and usi2d newspapers and. contact with 
^, local officials mo s t frequently, y P Amph 1 e t's , ■ br 6c h u r e s , r a d i o 
andpTV'were also used,, but less: of ten, ^. . \ \c 

Most of the board members said either that day care was not,; 
. disc,ussed at their community-' s las t Town 'Mee ting or they did not'f-v 
knc;w if, it was discussed. In three of the four conununitys Townf 
Me.ctincjs where dayo care was discussed, tlie board members partici- 
pdted in' the discussion. 

•J^ ■ . V - V. ■/■.^ ... ■ • . _ ■ ..<b ^ c- 

These findings suggest,, that .the dayJ care advisory boards 
played a role in.,-advertising day care^' services and assumed sonie , 
•of the public Information, system' function for the day care opi^r-^ , 

a tors. • ' dt . ' : 0 • . ' , - . , ■ 

■ ^ - ■ ■ ' . ■ ' ' ; . y 

At the close o^f FY 1972, one 4-C Commi ttee decided to liieet; • 
1 ts" publicj. felations'-'responsibllities by ^rnaking a f il^^ about - : „ 
\^^"-*rtle IV-A guideline-^s, using $8,000 of surplus administrative 
Stx\ nd s'. • Th i s g rouip; • felt that leg i .s la tor sand th e g e ne r a 1^ pub 1 i c 
needed Information ab^out day care's potential for ch i Id c develop- 
ment. , ■ I . ■ ^ ■ 
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■throuoh-^a-'frie^ heard .„abou tit heir -.jobs 

"ni^"^-''*^^" """5^°^°°^" ^^'•'^ '^'^^y f^sard about their Jobs throuqh<'their 
o? Soc ar'w^Jfarrthe st^'^i' P-5-n,,from ^he statr^epartment , ' 

FriMo^^l'^i i ' ^''^''^ Personnel Department, Department rf 

hnon r ^''^ """^^ ""^'^'^ °f Economict(bpportunity. Others had 

been wxth locaL community action agencies. ' At evcfs-: level, reeruitina 
■InforSlof p^SLssS^^^ ^ characteristic Verm^n^^r"^*^"'^ 

■ direcfco-ta-ct bet^J^riSL^^I^^^^ji^^pe^SL^-'^^^^^ " 
time in th'e f'"?^" ^-'^^"P-^' Trainer^\°^d LiceWrs^rspen" heij^' 
Sid^rs It ""'^ ""^'^^^ "i*^*^ 4-C , leaders < and day care 

providers Frequency varied from "once a year" to "every two weeks " 

- reaularba^= f ^h''?°P'^ ^^'^ "^^"^ telephone contacts on a to^e 

to help resolve problems. High level state officials 
usuaTw t representatives-and some day care operators ocLsionilly ■ 
qsually to announce or .explain changes in policy or funcJing llvels 
but most commu.yication from decision makers took the form of .--lie v ' 
directives m memoranda. ,,„ , \, / ^ 

>=-n ^°f"spo"dence from' 's\ate to, federal officials. sometimes"con- 
tained the same pleas for "urgent decisions" on policy matters that 
appearj2d m correspondence from ■ 4-C leaders to cthe state Long ' 
,:li5ts of questions needing answerl moved back and for?h from Montpelier 
to Washington as the need for „ information grew in-direct proportioh 
f^^t t .'=°^P^<=^^ties of the program.,, Stridency came through occasion- 
ally as patience wore , thm from long delayed responses from ■ 
Washington to Vermont and on down, the line ' o ^ 

Semantics presented some problems, too. Unlicensed day care 
■sites, were called "Caretakers" ,in Vermont, but- some ofHhrm were 
confused with satellite homes and other types of licensed "homes . 
Nearly everyone at .the sta;.^ and 4-C level referred 'to day care 
facilities as "centers,'! further confusing communications because 
of the several^ distinctive categories ofS.daycare providers which 
included two types of, .centers,,, those lic'ehsed for thj,rty or more child- 
ren and those approved for less bhan thirty children .V In order to 
handle these distinctions, .LICD consistently identified all day care 
providers as "sites^. '!? ' " , ;. ' , ^oi^ 

. . Another soiyrcG. Of anxiety among persons,, involved in ' the-.> Vermont 
day^care systemj^i^was sp'eculative information about pending 
national le^gislation. : • LICD investigators "were asked about various 
proposed amendments, and. bills concerning welfare reform and'^child 
care by,, about , half of , all person ' s ^interviewed . We also noted that'^' 
certain-state officials toward the close of our study had begun to ' 
receive daily copies . of.othe Congressional 'Record . another. manifestation 
of growing i nterest . in-nabionaa-aff arrs-and "t heir implications for 
Vermont" , \ ~ 7 ■ " r-^~ 
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Time to Listen. . . 



// 



- -:^5.^if.!^?d_a^t:_thG^^^^^ this Ch.apter, information is the 

core of any system, particularly for decision-makers . Since 
Vermont's day care program had no feed-back mechanism, policy and 
procedural decisions were made without consideration of ideas^^-or 
information from the people involved in the day-to-day operations. 

,. _ One of the major consequences of not listening was that 
decision-makers at the top were working from assumptions rather 
than facts, which were available but needed ferreting* out. To 
test this hypothesis,, "LICD interviewers posed this question: 

If you had the power, how would you change the Vermont Day Care 
System?" There were a total of 698 responses to that question. 
Ot the sixty people who had ho comr.ient,o 34% were parents, 27% 
were day care site staff, 19%'were site board members, 17%' were 
day care operators and 9% were state officia^ls. The other res- 
ponses were organized into LlCOrs twelve working categories- 
people, places, things, systems time , money, health, transport- 
ation, food, licensing and child-adult ratios'. ' Systems received 
the highest number of responses followed b'-- peoible and 'money. 
The major concern of the operators and day care staff centered 
around people. ■ The advisory board members; parents and Vermont 
state of ficialscwere most concerned with systems. (Some of the 
responses were expressed in the form of complaints/:vith suggestions 
to remedy the problems. Others described new and di'fferent ap- 
proaches to the day care system.. , . , 

The summary below highlights those responses which seemed " 
to be repeated ^-frequently or which, as far as we know, were not 
under considG;rati'on by decision-makers as this'was written: 

; A number of people commented that there was too much em- 
phasis oh organizati^on <:and eligibility-that^' more energies should 
be -focused on. the children and hoW to improve the system to . 
support child development. One operator suggested that all 
eligibility and money- matters should be :taken out of SOCD and 
given to another agency. She also s.uggested that the parents 
should pay the operators directly and be reimbursed directly by 
another agency which would be responsible for determining eli- 
gibila,,tyj that way ,OCD could-then reorganize to focus on staff > 
training and- child, development . 

Several people suggested that the state put some adminis-.b 
. trat^xve money into establishing a central "warehoused wheie day 
care. operators could purchase or borrow day care equipment and 
supplies. 45 V Mi. , ,^ 

person wanted^to shift prWi ties and compl ained ' 
tnat children in some . centers had nn supplies while the state" 
was considering a closed circuit television system 1/'^ 
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Many people suggested \tiiat cligioility should include fanulinc; 

cf- all. .socio-economic levels- and 'include non-working mothers and 

maryina},- families (i.e., those families almost eligible) Others 
,.suggested.-that' the -fee should be based on net in^come not gross in- 
come m order to more realistically assess ability to pay.'- 

One director suggested that the day care staffs should be 
'given one week. off every year for a statewide training workshop 
which would include the children who could benefit, too, from the 
exposure to new people and new experiences. 

Some people suggested a referral system for children— n6T 
families. others suggested that the day care staff should parti- 
cipate m planning and receive a good training program before a . ' 
site opened its doors,, ^ i j " 

^ ^ Some suggested that the state., should provide specialists in 
music, art, dance, etc., and work \vith the children and the 

nnrfnviV T ^1""^^^^^^^ ' Several suggested that monitoring 

and evaluation should be done by people who . are familiar ..with 
pre-school ^curriculum. One person wanted more funds to- build 
good day care centers rather than trying to modify existing 
buildings. Some people suggested that there should be 24-hour 
child care service in accessible homes, to provide emergency 
services. Others suggested that the eligibility requirements " 
make allowances for the need for , temporary , emergency service, 
and health care , and should consider special needs associated' 
with pregnancy. . One person suggested a ^statewide personnel sys- 
tem to define responsibilities.. between 4-C >;ls a vis SOCD and 
complained, "If we have , to .fill out forms f orTompUi-nce , why . 
doesn t someone check on us -to see if , we are doing it?" 

' Interestingly, only ninety six out of six hundred ninety 
eiglit responses mentioned "more . money " as a desirable change, 
while two hundred ten responses (the largest, category) were con- 
cerned with "how things get done" or systems. 

Summary ' 

. LICD findings verified the importanq-- 'and impact of Vermont's 
information processes on "how well" the day care system operated 
There was no part of the system unaffected by the availability ^ 
or absence of accurate, .timely, useful information, but some 
elements of the system were more dependent on^' information and , 
hence^, more visibly affected> ^^uch as compliance enforcement and 
deci-sion-making. Vermont's movement toward automation and a manage- 
ment information system Indicated an ^awareness of the problem. 

■^he state's characteristic informality could 'be^^ an important 
reed-back asset if used as an int'^gral element of a statewide inform 
ation system.. LICD's use of the question, "If you had the power- 
how would you- change the day care system? " demonstrated the value 
^L^^h!^^ 2 opportunity f orfthe -real iperts-the people who'^' t 
are the system--tO' be heard, r ' r, 5 \ ■> ^ ^s*^ 
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. Several 4-0 leaders presented arguments against the 

FAP day care eligibility requirements. In essence ,Tthey said 

that day care "should not be a political football" nor should 

it be treated as something dirty, "like food stamps," In sum, 

day care shouldn't have anything to do with poverty. It should 

.have lots to do with children and child development. As A-C 

is now operating for low income families, "we are only 

isolating poverty and turning out bigger and better poverty 

children, but 4-C is unable to focus, on the full development 

of the child." "We need' to integrate all socio-economic 

levels so the public and community would give wider support 

of the program. As it is now, the whole community is 

reluctant to support another poverty effort and the Federal 

funding doesn't provide a stable atmosphere f^or an ongoing 

program when, in the next^ few months^ the 4-C may not be around." 

One very striking thing we noticed in the numerous reports 
on the status of day care in Vermont was' that ,the progress of 
day care activity was measured by' the number of facilities licensed 
and the number of spaces created. Other documents and reports 
projected estimates of the number of FAP and iv-A children to 
be enrolled at/ the end of a fiscal year. and those estimates were 
different in each report.. Only the. billing records accurately 
reflected and^made a distinction between the number of FAP and 
I V-A^. children actually enrolled in day care. 

.There is no evidence that. the SOCD staff collected or ^ 
reviewed comparative data on the planned and actual number of . 
children en rolled under FAP and title IV-A. 



Public Informat^j-'on <■ 

Most of the state officials said they "were going to have" a public 
infermation system to tell the story of Vermont's day care program. 
An SOCD cdrnmunicationso Specialist 'had been hired, early in 1972 
and was planning to publish a newsl'e^tter and use the media to tell the 
day ca^'re srory. He helped to develop a media presentation which - 
would-be linked with' a national information system. 

.//Host of the Day Care officials in the State" Office did not 
know if day care' was discussed' in their communities ^at the most 
recent Town Meeting.!/ Others said that it was not idiscussed/ 
and those,, who said that it was discussed also participated- in the . , \. 
discussion. _ ^ „ ■ 

'1/ Vermont holds, annual Town Meetings in each community, some'; - 
more" frequently uh some cases, allocations of public funds aire .> 
discussed and decidad., ■ o 



. 0 



6^ 



Cliapter 8 



Decisions 
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As dcscri}}3dd 'in ^dctai.I in the preceding chap ters ; ' decision 
m ak i n q i. n " t h o FA P ' d ay ^ c ai;e p re t/^ s t was usually top-down v; i t h 
V respect to every aspect of importance except;, "parontaJ. option l.o 
^ploct the day care pro\fidors of their choice. Even then , unl ess 

^thal: 
Lan't 

po 1 i cy . de c ils i'on s e i the r v.'e re initiated o r - ap p ro ve d h,v ' f odC' r a .1 " 
officia],s in Waijhington. , Some of thevSe included: --f 



alternative sites were available and readily accessible/'.^ ti 
option, too y^jriay-* have be.en illusory. For example, impprtai 
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° the decision not to pretest the income 
maintenance component . y 

" estai^lishing tlie anr'''--^;t o,f the day care 

,,reiml5ursement ratp -..ledule . 1/ 

^ , ' \>.^_/ , , . 

° establishing FAP e]:igibility criteria. 1/ 
° overall design of Jthe Qperations PJ.an. .1/ 
° A:h rid - adul t -r ^tibs v- 1/ - - • = 

■ -Jl..' ' 



° ■^t}ie-^"UYM-"ni6'd§"l day- cara'*^ enj*''icfiment " "~ 

center. 5./ "r ■, ■ j - ' , 

° the methodology and evaluation design of'Vennont's 
program,, quality assessm/5nt effort. .2/ 
^ • ^' ■ ^ . ■ ■ , ■■■ J\ ■ ■ , . . . 

At^ the same time, ccrta:ir:) policy questions wJiich could 'O'nJy^ 
be decided- at the state IcveJ^Ms'ere left ei ther 'unresol'ved or 
uncommunicated while regional A-Cs and dciy care providers groped 
for cinswers , took, action on their pv/n. or quietly gave up. 

1/ See pp. G8-72,''-82v 152,,. ' ~~ ~ ~ 

2/ See pp. 83-84,^; 128,' 1 30-1 32 , 'l bI; 

2/ See' IlEW-Vermont Contract , ' ' ^. ■ ' , 

£/ Ibid . Also see pp. 162-163.' ■;, 

5/ See pp. 171 , 237, 238, 242. , . ' ^ 

6_/ See^'pp-. 117-118. ' - ' i( " 

7/' See pp: 259'-261., ' ■ , ■ :0 ^ ^ ^ . • , ■ - ■• 
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■ " ■' ' " ^' ' " K^v, ''''' ; |! ... ■ ' - 

• f y\ ^\ 

' • ^^'^^?.^°3^owing... examples of such unresolved questions surfaced 
in the field data, collected f ronv the state , regional ^4-Cs and the 
day care sites: ' ■ 

i. , ■° Who .was ,responsible'' for compliance with the 

o Federal interagency' Day Care Requirements? V 

If it was the state, how did the "4-Cs and site // 
^nperators know wh.at was expected of then-? 

f/ow should compliance kave been measured and ^ 
who should have monitored for compliance? 

■ ° Were; Caretaker sites included under the FIADCR 
..even though, not required to be licensed in 
^Vermont? ±/ . ' 

The FPADCR states: .-' r.-<- 

. These Requirements cover all day care' 
\ .^^ / P^pg^ams. . .whiciv receive"Federai:-furidsr 
Such p.rogriims and facilities must also 
licensed or, meet the standards of 
^ . licensing ^appid-ccit)le in the State..!/ ^ 

. T stat^\and federa^^^officials^'state 

that,, in-home ' care wa^ST^"not covered inf FlADCR." 4/ <■ ' 
_.::^„..A..paper:..entitled.~JiCa.retaker-:^pprai 

,^ was issued by the sta ter. in December , 1971, bi^t ' ■ 

V . ,,there-.was no procedure, developed foi^ enforcirig 
•: .compliance. 5/^/ Did; ^ this mean that" Caretaker ' ^ ' 

. u homes were not . expected' to comply with standards'^ 

°r Caretaker' hpme.^enrollment was. restricted to ' ' 

children from no more tiffin two families^ in 

addition to .the Caretakers' own children. - 

Did this mean there was no limit on the number 
, of children cared for in' each home?' If so, ■ r 

"'^'^ ■ id"- 1 hrs- ro^ea n-^-^t h-aTty^f h-e "F'l A dT: R™m'^^aFi™r at i o s " ^^"'*'" ' 

did not apply, to. Caretakers? ■ ■ - ' 



■ 1/ ' See" Chapt'er ~ CantrbTF " ' ' . — — 

i/ ol^^' PPv. 254-256. i V- : ' / V ' 

1/ Federal Interaqfency Day Care T^equirement^; - p. 2 
4/ Carcagno and Granato at a meeting, Januar^ 2^5, I972' 
5/ ' See Chapter 4,, Controls, n, 2 54 , ■ < 



Was there? an -appeals proc^edure from a licensing 
, decision? 

1/, V 

If so, how did^ it work and who should have 
been contacted \f or information? 

If not, what recourse was there for an 
aggrieved- day care provider or parents 

of potential enro llees or a coricf^rned '\\ 

community?^, 



.What was the basis for allocating^vday care 

f undst,?,.and other resources throughout the 
o state? V ^~ , y; " 

Who made those decisions and how:) could they 
be' appealed or modiified' if not' acceptable ' ' 
to 4-Cs, providers > parents , or communities? 

Was ' there ^'a "rationale for referring FAP/IV-/ 
eligible children to 'ce.rtain day care 

' Yp'roviders? -l/ . , < ^ ' 

. ■ V "'■ ' V 0,/'- ij 

, i f ' child reh wer e 'no t • re f erred to certain 
licensed _f a c i , 1 i .t i e.s;,._:v;,ha j:^,. r e c ou r s e_w.a s^^„,,_ , 

.| open to those operators?^;' ^ V.'' ' ^ 

[■■ If ce r t a in u li 1 i c e n s e d \f a c i 1 it i p s we re _ 
I no t" a c c ep tab ie'"l: o p a ren t r ;: - C s o r ^^he ' ' 

community , what alterna\tivevcoursesVof ' 
> action -were p'peri • to all^\^of tlhem? o 
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Ibid , ^pp. 246-247 ;' 
■ ■27^*'^See "pp r 2 13-2 35"r 
3/;^ See pp. ^298-313, . 



..S^' a day care site was licensed as a center but ■ 
operated in a home; was it eligible to receive 
DOA-food through the state Department of ^' , ' 
Education which excluded homes from its food 
■ ,.■ program?-.!/ ..,.,'1:1:.,. _ 

And should the state have attempted' 'to 

standardize its ^.definitions of sites 'to 

eliminate such confusing distinctions? 1/ ' ' 

.^Gould the^tate have legitimized local matching ^ 
funds obtained , by "donations" from IV-A or 
FAP. parents, or should it have continued to 
ignore the.v practice? V 

Either way, what wpuldrhave been the impact oir ' 

■ the day care'' program?' '■■ ' 

" . . In general , ,.LICD invest! 

dissatisfaction with, the^decision-making process at every 

IZHiZ ^^^'^'^''^''^^' '^ a lack bf specific 

...and ^timely answers to operating as . well as' policy auestion^ 

V^r^'^'^l^'' . people; ^eyLy whd^ e in .^L program from': : , . 
federal ^through state to 4-C and day care sites, fn some 1 
^hS/? fo>ind^:that decisions, had: been, made but had not been . - 
adequately^ coimnuniqa ted. In most-cases , however Tdecisions ^ 
..could not be identified firmly so that they could be acted ' 
■upon,-^-partacularly-at-t:he ~» 

Because- of the -imp6rtance/of;?decisional/ input " ^ 

^p^rational_systejn,.-.the-^repor^hieh'>>^oia6ws-has- 
"interest,.j-.v ^ .- , , .!>■;: ■<,■.. 



Daycare Staff Decisions . '■ 

Forty of the day -cafe,staf f interviewed said-they 
particiipated in making.decisions about running the site,ctwelve 
indicated they sometimes made decisions, and six stated that 
they did . not , help to make decisions . ^' Decisions that most 

„l£eguently_c^njcer^ ^. 

program activities , materials , ^^'supplies'-'and -equipment . Selecting 
^ood, t,rans;)ortation , ^parent activities (and volunteers • were' ' 
issues abQlit which staff members made decisions --less frequently " 
A^^comparatively small number, of .staff members made' decisions " 
regarding the -selection of children and paid staf f Very few ■ 
staff members,: helped; t^xT^ determine, th'e- amounts of money charqed 
for day, cai;e_ services,. Others- made^ decisions/regarding policy, 
3ob,,description;^ and .e the children:; ^ ' 

.1/ "See pTD. 298-^313. T^-^ : - - : a- \: ~ — — — 

2/ ;See Appendix D-2 '; ■ 



Thirty eight of the fifty two who said they made < decisic^ns 
were satisfied ..with their degree- of input. Eleven of thbm 
wanted to participate more often. Only one staff member^ 
wanted to make decisions less of ten. A- 

. , . ■ : \ , ' , B " ■■ ' - "■ 

Decision Making., by Parents " o ^.j 

Thirty two staff members indicated ■ that parents helped to 
make decisions about running their day care sites and nine 
staff members said they did hot. Eleven staff members 
indicated that the parenjts sometimes helped to make decisions 
and twej.did not know whether '' they did or not. Staf f said 
that par.ents were listened to most frequently when they 
offered suggestions or criticism, but were consulted less often 
at regular meeting's or as individuals. According to the staffs, 
some parents helped ' to"* make' '"decisiohs ab^^ day care operations 
through a parent's group that planned 'childrens ' activities, 
and some parents 'helped to hire the staff. Twenty nine staff 
member s felt t ha t ' p a r e n t parti c ipa ti o n ■ wa s "i n s u f {51 c i e n t and 
twenty one 'f-elt it was just about right. ' 

Most of the 'day care operators'' said that the parents 
helped make decisions about runr&ng jthe .day care center. 
Eleven operators said that the pareriits did not help make 

d e c i s i o n s7r "™0p e'Fa t mo;s' t " o t^" t he;" p a r e n t s wer e > ' - 

lis te ne d ' t b ' whe n'^tlTey o f e r e'&" 's lig g e s't i'on s ^ or ■ * cr i'£i sm,'' we ire V - 
^consulted as individuals ^by the operjator. About hal.f, the 
par en ts'^ we r e^co n s U'l t e d~a t-r e g u l-a rrmeje bin g sWi^ri a-l-f^'p ff-the—™ 
operators' thoughjE""^ that- the parent. participation was just 
about right but a sma'll percentage said that parent's'^ should^ 
participate more . „ :»'' •' ■ 

' ' , ■ r ' ' i' ' " 

other ways that: parents participated, in decision making 
was through the advisory board, molher's groups^,^,.or as 
volunteers. ^Forty nine of the, parents said they^ were involved 
in making decisions about the way the day :care ^ center^, was run, 
twenty six said they/ did not helpfmake such decisions, and 

'"twelve ■■• s aid'-- they ■'"sometimesr helped* to rrmake'-decis' 
s a id^' th e y " ta 1 k e d 'J t o th e - da y c a r e ■ o per a tot* . w h e n ey e r . .th ey ■ " * ' ' ;^ ' 
couid, were consulted by the ioperatbr and 'made Vsuggestions . . 
a t /inee tings , b ut voted on issues less ^'f reqiaen 1 1 y . A f ew p ar en t s > 

= s axd t hey t a 1 k ed ' to vthe staff, o r a pa r en t 1 ead e r- or w e r e^^ , . 
volunteers. .. Twenty seven parents .wanted'-' to become more involved 

• and four wanted 'to be. less involved. 'The remainder, of those 

-anterviewed seemed V.o be "satisfied wibh the extent of their /i , 
participation in decision-making. " ■ 

In about 'ha,rf the,; situations, where the staff; felt that ^ 
^'parents could be more involved , ^ the parents agreed.^* In about ■ 
one-third V of thensfituations 'where staff felt that the. 

parent,, decision max ing role was just about ^right , the parents J,^ 
wanted , to be' more involved in decisions^. - , ' '"^ - , f 



parental involvement "was j us t about -riqht " At^i?n!-. • ^ ' 

parents caia^ot°L1e ^[o^ "s oufln^.^^^ ^rt^hree*^^*^ 
• ^^riL^^^' ''^y aian.t .a.e de^isio^^ ^ , 

''parenS^sa^^'H";! ^ad. advisory:Wds or councils, most,\of the 

parents said they participated In -the- work-'by ••attendiX^^^^ t 

meetings and making suggestions Somp nf\hl ^"'^"'^^"9' 

involvement^Vt should hS .^ ^ ^"°"9h parent/ . , 

in the NortwJh KSn^H '^6; noted here that advisory boards « 
in cne, Northeast, .Kingdom were ■unique due to the •dav care • 
program '-s special relationship wiVh OCCSA n^hhor^fh. 

eithec diri^L^ kk" ?f ' members., interviewed 

IxSted alutVh^ r /^^^^^ °^ seem too 

"y '~°'^<^ parents. .The. chairwoman ^of the board whon 
:..^"^.?.f^.^_?,^.s_?X.,?^PJ-?-|s.e.d:Jrus.t 2. 

^EvaXuation/Planning 'Decisions , V , ^ 

',. Most; the operators said'^tiiGy -'knGw if thefr' nroo v^;. 
blha^iorja;'"^ ^*^f , ^'^^-•^i-- .'^y-bse^^v ng'^^e'c^I?!^ ^ s : ' 
jeedt^i; siSl^"'"u %eeUng"\n V'^^'-^-^---r^.^nity. ■ 

fSv^?ua^ion;% 

i^^^M^^r^T'""^^ and vfsitedlther'cenCrs'to. 
^,P-aciT;^i-"boar.S 5^ 
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■■ . . ■ Q 
evaluated quarterly, two semi-annually and one annually. 
Three did so irfeqularly and four - never ...evaluated at all. 
Eighty of the parents said they were 's^atisf ied with the 
day-care service their children wei^ receiving and none 
said they were dit;satisf ied \\ 

V Those parents who had preyiously^^placed '^their children 
in other day care situations commented that th^eif children 
were 1-earning more in .the new site, , getting better care , 
and had more space for;.play. They said that the day care 
service they were receiving was more "professional'", than 
before. , . ,^ 



...In 'general , parents made the following suggestions on, 
how they would improve the day care service: , should ^ 

be .provided on the week-ends and before, and after scho'ol^;" . ; 
provide more recreation. .^^V^ day care^'^ services .. . „ . 

, pr ov id e' p sy cho io g "i c a 1 s e r v i c e s . . . p r ov id e mor p'-' c h i 1 d ' f,d e v e 1 o pme n t 
and growth /activities. . .more discipline. . . expanded , services for 
all. ages. . .more money for the- day care service .-...more pay for the , 
staff." '■ Some said there were not enough adults and a few i 

pothers- said -there were 'COO many< adults; ■ - if 

, Parent participation in decision-making an avowed \. " 
objective in the HEW^Verinont contract, was built into the 
Operations Plan .as representation on advisory and policy 

;7~b.oards';y^witK^^^ 

• ■'with g r le van ce s over eq u r t ab 1 e r epre sen t a t io n . The ; d at a : ■ 
show, however, that most parent involvement ,^ -however limited , 

rrfes'ultedrfromrfntera'ctionrwr^^ 

sites'and somewhat;, less frequently' through, formally^structured 

' boards ; :.-. This f inding|?points' to ; the ' need " to reassess prevailing 
perceptions of 'par^ent involvement "and to encourage such activities 
to ..evolve in a way'^besb suited to' the pd^rents . ? ^ ! V ' 

In summary, then, decisions were made at every level by ■ 
everyone fn the system, with greater or lesser consequences. 
In the absence of useful information. , many opeirating , decisions ^, 
were responses to^.criseb. And there was no evidence of ^' 
"'^^systema'ti'c'^deci'sTori^^^ """"" 
■■information from' the -afield. . " . / " 

' : ■>--r'.- ■ o. ; ■ ■ ^: . . '.. •. ■ 

•starting with the Operations Plan, the Vermont FAP day 
care program was i.tsel f a . response; to decis ions • made , in- V- ^--^-^ 
Washington, understandably since the purpose.'of the'^^wh^ 
exercise was to 'test the validity of some; basic .assumptidns^\^^ 
■ i ; i n • pr o p o s e d f e de r a 1 . we 1 f a r;e r e f o r m : 1 eg i s la t i o n . . One o f those" 
assumptions was ^'that-^maklng' money^^ available,, for- child - care ' 
(with .min irnum ; r e s t r a i n t s o n , i t s t use" a nd ma x imiTrrr resTr a¥n t s ' o n ' 
^ eligibility: and . amounts)' would quickly ^ pro^^ • ' 

"satisf actory" day care to meet programmatic need's. C 
with that assumption, , /therefore,'r;decisions were made by . » . 

l)Ver mo n t . s t a te off i c i a 1 s w h o may' h ay e underestimated t he i mp act! 



■ I., 



of those decisions oh the people -most affected,' the 4-C 
Commiiitees, day,.. care proyiders, community- at- large and day care/- 
consumers — parents and children. In this context, the absence 
of a decision may have been even more significant than an 
articulated decision since LICD findings substantially 
supportedj.the notion that "no one was in charge.;".. 

The oata, disclosed f however , notVso much that "no one** was in 
charge of anything, but ratherf-'that someone .was . in, charge'^of 
economic FAP-related policy decisions while no one seemed, 
to be in charge of day care service delivery child-related 
decisions . That dichotomous aspect of the pretest. had an 
enormous ■ impact on the character of Vermont ' s ^'Ipps ided 
day care' system^ and accounted for much of what "went ij ■' 
wrong." ' : ' .-^ ■ ^, '.^ ' v. _^ ^j^' ■ \. /i) 
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VY // ' ■ Glossary 



Ancillary Service's —The support or auxiliary services not 
incruded in,.;regular day care programs; i.e., nutrition, 
transportation, ^ health care and social services.^ / 

Area 4-C Committee — ('also re f err&d<' to ''as regional 4-C),. An 
"^umbrella" .agency responsible £i>r ] ocal "cocrjcii nation and 
management of Vermont; 's. day care program within a q v vtvn-, -ju-tr- 
^graphic area, "in most cases^;> within ,a coujity. 

" . '' V '''''' ' ■ ■ 

Caretaker --A child care operator who is locially exomp; ■ iron: 
State of Vermont Licensing regurations and-linutevl to cj<rijiC 
for children from no more than two families in adL::tio;.- to 
the caretaker's. Services are usually provided in the- 
operator Vs* home . " „, ■■■ ^- 

Child Care Service Grant — A contract between the St^-nte .of 
Vermont and a regional 4-C Comnii'tte'e to develop antJ. maintain . 
a program'of community -..day care services for V.ho chaldron of 
_wbrki ngiparen.ts.^and wo.rkl ng^gua rd^^^^ ^^^S 
o f ' F e de r al f u n d s a va i 1 ab 1- f o F - c h iTd "c a re iu i de r ■ !• rf- V;. u ric3 ' 7 vNFC > .^^ 
Title- IV-A^ !: ■ ■■ ■■■ 



Cu s t od i al" Ch i 1 4 ' C ar e- -Th e provision of minimal day care 
servicGi*3 by an individual or institution other than a child's 
legal :parent or guardian . ' 



nc.y ^Care. Center — A day care operation scrving^gr^JP-^ 12 or" 
more children, which provides opportunities f<^> "V/'? experionce 
and learning that accompanies a mixing of clgos^.-j/ Goncral ly; 
nliildrpn ■ under three,.,years of ago^^ are not ^yCceprod /^y cente 
(PIADCR)' „ ' ... / ' ^ ■ . 

■ ■ "■ " , ■ iv ■ ■'■ ' .■ ■•■ ■ 

Day Care Unit — The c3 ay care operations staff .formerly in the • 
ivor,n\Qnt, SOEO, and transferred to tfie SOp:D-.inr<August.,. X9.7L.,., ' ^ 

ne-bug- -To refine a' system by eliminating problem aroa« / 

o ■ ■ ^ ■ ' ■:. ' '■ " V.' . , 

D e,yelopmen.tal Child Care - -The, delivery >of day care- service, 
which includes mental, physical and "dental health services; 
o and social, emotional, and intellectual growth experiences,- 
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Direct- Grant Contract —A contract between the State of Vermont, 
and a regional 4-C committee. The state agrees to pay directly 
to the 4-C committee a sum of money on an agreed upon schedule 
with few restrictions. The/4-C commi ttee, subcontracts with a 
day care facility to provide child "care which adhnres to day 
care requirements. In addition, ^nn adequate accou!: L.'.ng system 
for efficient operation must be established, subject to annual 
audit . ' u 



Direct Services --The proyision of the basic minimal services ' 

needed^ to, operate a day care facility; such as a child care i,- ^^-^ 
staff, food services and related program support. 



J/ Family Group. Home — A day. care operation serving only as many. . JJ 
^ children (no more than 10) as it can integrate into its om n 

physical setting and pattern of living. It is especially 

suitable for infants, toddlers,' and^ sibling groups and for 



- . ' - ' -J /, 

nei,ghborhood based day care programs . (FIADCR) // 

FAP Interim Guidelines and Operating Procedurt;s — Issued by . ' 
v.nJoan Babbott, Director, SOCD, tor^.4-c 'Chairmen and Day care ' . /' 

operators, bn August 23, 1971. The instructions therein '' 
' estabiish child care eligibility criteria and administrative „ 

procedures which apply only to the 'use of FAP funds. /) 



1 



^ FAP Planning Staff-- " </ c ■. , 

--^^-^ , . --^^ — ^ -^^.^^ 

jf. . \, (a) . The federal officials, in the Office of the ' 

, .. • Secretary, DHEW, ' charged with" the .responsibility 

_^ directing , the' Vermont FAP ,,'pretest (Note: 

0 .This un;^^t became the Welfare, Reform Planning 

^ 0 Staff in July, 'igvi..) , ' - 



(b) The Vermont' unit' in the Agency of Human Service^/ 
■ responsible , for planning and .coordinatin'g the 
Vermont^FAp pretest. ' ■ ■ 



.r.' Federal Regional 4-C CommC tee --An Interagency group of Federal ' " 

officials in Regional offices who work as^ a f'/oam in relaticfri''" r. ' ' 

to local 4-C Programs and State> 4-C Committees . . y 7/ ' '\" ' 

: ; . ■ . ' : . ^ \ ■ If , . ■■■■^-"^-!" . 

. ■ ; ■ ■ ; . ■ ' . ' •■■ \i , , . . ■ . - ^.q ^- c ■ 

Federal Review Pane 1 — Representatives^' of selected federal r <^ p 

agencies responsible, for .monitoring and '^approving work of ^ ^ 
a federal' grantee or contractor, i.e.: L^ICD. • n ^ 

" ■ • ■ ■■>s , ■ r ' . . . . • ■ -v'^c ■ 'V - ' 

^^ Full-Time Children --Children whoyatter/d . dav care., anywhere from. o '• 

five .'to eight or more, hours a^d^y, generally f ive\days- a week . . . _ 1 ? . . - " "' 



- - 

Full-Time Staff- -Day care staff who work anywhere from five to 
, .eight_or more hours a day, generally five days a week.' 

Funding - (Federal) o 

(a) Compartmentalized or Categorical financing 
(funding) of federal programs with specifically 
defined or special purposes, i.e.: cancer re- 

0 search, public hpusing, manpower; dcyelppn'.cnt 
' and training, etc. , " ' 

(b) Vertical federal' financing (funding) of public 
programs which results in fiscal controls from 
the , top down by. rrioans of regulated expenditure 

,. and accounting systems. „ ' ' ,. 

HR-l — A bill introduced'^' in the House of Representativiis during 
the 1st session of the 92nd' Congress {1971)„ to authorize a 
family assistance plan providing basic bene'fits to low income 
families, with children with incentives for employment and 
training,, and ^to improve the capacity for employment of members 
' o'f such families by providing such services as day-care. 

(Not passed.) • ,t. ' r ' .SA- 

HR-.l 6 3 1 1. — .Th e.. .Fairii' ly.. : As s i s.t ance.^. Ac t - o f ■■ 1 9-70 ..-~a - b i l l—in t^rnrl unt^A ~ :. ~ 

in "the 2nd; session' of-'the '91st Congress on " April 21, . I9'70 td^ ' ' ' 

■ amend Title-i-V- pf; the Social- Security Act "for'"the~ p^u^^ a - - - 

P^Qyi^ing. b as leve 1 of ; f i n an ci al ^ass i s.tan ce—th rough o.ut--.the-.--^^ -^^S^ . J. Ji^ 

nation" to n e edy f ami li e s w i.th ch i'ld re n , ' i n ' a mann e r wh i ch will ^' 

\^;strengthen family, life , encourage- work , training and self-" o^j. 
support, and enhance personal dignity, with a. provision to pre- ■ 

• test the iplan between "eJanuary-' 19 71 and' March ,^ 1972 in two airVds 
/ of. the, .country. (Not passed.) . 

-\ 'A \ . ; . ■ J. ■ t 

In come Mai h t e n an ce — A public assistance, pi an to provide 
minimum .financial subsidy to individuals and families of 0 

. ..P.^PXe,n_econ,om.i.c_need.._The!^s,ubsidy,,may:- 

social welfare agencies^?, unemployment compensation or other 
social security vehicles. . " 

Inputs — Those; ingredients needed to produce or provide a pro- 
duct or service"^' The functioning or. operation elements of , a 
system (see Outputs) such as information, ideas, service's or, 
^•'resources, • , - \> , 

■ ; ■ , /■ ■ ^- ' ' : • ' ,r ' ■ ^ ■ ■ 

• Interim rPolicy, Guide for the 4-C Program; Pilo.t Phase --Issued 
by the FederalUPanel on -Early Childhood'in 1969. Procedures 
for. the establishment and operation of-^State and local .4-c' 
programs. (4-C.) • ' 
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Negative Income Tax ^-A welfare reform proposal which would 
require, broader .popular- filing of income tax returns so / 
that persons or families with incomes, below a specified 
level .could be eligible for direct federal public subsidy. 

■ „ ^■ ■ o ■ : , ' ■ 

operatio nal System — The statewide FAP day care delivery system 
composed of federal, state and ^ local policies, procedures, and 
regulations". ^- . , , 

'II - - . ■■■■ . . ^; 

operations ^Plan — The federally approved policies^^'rihd pro- 
cedures for delivering, Vermont's.statewide FAP day care ... 
services . ^ ^ ' v 

Out£uts--Those elements resulting from the operation of a" 
system; , the products' of a process . (S&e'NTnputs . ) 

' ■ ' . ' ■ ^ ' r 

Parent-Employment Factors — Those elements describing the 
parent s ability to work or participate in training as a,^ 
result of the availability of day care services . ' 



Part-Time Children- -Child attendance from' a couple of hours' 
a day, once every week or two, to four hours per day, five-; 
"days- per ' weekT' " — 



P a rt -T im e --S tjit-t ^'r D ayr^c a r e---s taf fr;wh-o-are-p;ard~'f or-tWen'ty'"hb^^^ 



a Week or less. 

■ .. ■ ■ 

Pilot Day Cafe S"ites -"Nine day car e;'service deliver operations 
selected by LICD for pre-testi.ng evaluation interview 
questionnaires in 1971. 

<"»-•'■' 

Pl^" — A:, method devised for making or doing something;) or^ 
-achieving.'-an'-endT-^'^A-de'sbri'ptioh'^^of '^"h'^^^ 

PI anning Design- -A .structured j program of work to be done'in 
order to develop ^ a' plan. „ , . 

■■ ■ . . ., ■ " ■ ' ■■ .. ^ 

Planning Grant — -A contract between the StateVof Vermont and a 
regional 4~C committee , to plan and develop a'coordinating 
mechanism for public ^and voluntary agencies and parents in • . 
order to study community needs and resources „ expand day care 
resources, '::improve quality-of , service to children, estaJolish 
a . systematic way of^4pprai sing' and' improving delivery of /V 
services, and es/.ab;lish cooperative fiscal .administrative/a* J 
st„aff career, development in child care services.^ 
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Planning* Pro cess — A systematise series of progressive and - 
. interdependent actions to d^r-^yelop V.pian . 

~- • 

Program Development --The process of identifying needs or 
problems, preparing a work plan and identifying appropriate 
resources to carry out thev' program. ' 

. Program Quality Assessment — The determination of the value 
received for resources expended, using specific criteria and 
measurements ,. and trj<ing into; consideration expressed program ^ 
goals and expectations. 

("^\. 

Provisi onal Licen> ,e — A temporary day 'care license (Vermont) V ' < 
issued to a day care operation that is considered -s afe and - 
adequate for a" day care service but does not meet all the 
standards and regulations for a regular 'day care license. 
It may be in effect no more than one year and the operator 
must -intend to-comply eventually with all the' standards v/here' 
there are deficiencies. : 

Revenue Sharing (general)— A proposed concept to grant^^-a 
portion of federal revenues for the gene-r-J. support of 'state " 

-™and^--local--gG,:>ernment-.™~The-grant~woul-a9!^e^-'"a--permane^^ 

automatic distribution^:© and: local ities^ 

determined by a defined Vformula and hot 'sub ject to annual 

--~^PP?.9P^'Htion--.by^the^,Gqn^^^ 
the mo;/iy would .be made by recipient governments. . > ' 

■ ■ ■■ ^•^^ ■'^•-•^r - , -^-y^ ^ 

Revenue Sharing (speci al ^ --A propng^H r^nnr^oph to consolidate 
some 130 specific federal "categorical programs into broader 
component programs (i.e., ed,ucation, manpower, transport ation, . 
urban community development , rural .community deve lopment and 
-law enf|)rcement) to be earmarked for "bloc gran ts which , 
'wouJd be appropriated annually by Congress: , ' 



Satellite^ Home — A family day care home that is directly ' ' ; . . ■ f// 

responsible to a local day care center. In many cases'"; re- ' ' ' ' .-■ ' . * 



. . sources and some program activities are coordinated" between 

V ■ ■ home and the center. . . : - 



Seed Grant Contract --A con tract bet w&h the' s,ta^ a 4-c - 

committee. <.Under this contract, the 4-C committee subcontracts' 
with a licensed day care facility^ in order^to obtain day care 
services. -The "seed granf money is applied to the costs of 
' renovating and/or rehabilitating the available facility. - 



.5f 
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Single State Agency — A state administrative body whose 
^ function it is to consolidate responsibility to administer , ., 
an approved federal program . ,^ ' 

S pec i a 1 LTce ns o - A limited day care license (Vermont) permitting 
ce'rvtain ^oxcoplTons to the standards and ..regul ations.-f, oj; a child 
day care operation only when'" there is reason to believe the 
"exception is> in the best interest .of the children s^':irved.. 

state 4-0. Committee — A grbup-of public and private ^officials ■ ' 
and;.. parents at the "State level organized *to coordinate State 
7:Child- care^vactivities" and to- facilitate- the work of local 4 -C 
Committeesv^and to coordinate^'with the federal Reqional Committee. 

■ ; '^' V. , • . V <, 

. ■ . ■ ■ ' ^ ' , ' ^ ' - 

" ' '■ '/■) ■/; ■ ■ ■ ■ v. ■ . ■ 

System — A . cbordijiated body of me.thods ; a complex'^ ischeme o'': I 
plan of procedure arranged /in an orderly manner; a combif7ation • 
of<parts forming a unitary whole. - 

Target Group -7A segment of the population identified with a,; 

particular problem towards which of Gderalr,remedial, action;- and 

funding are specif ically directed^ o 

■ ■■ ■ :. - . ' , " , , -■: ■■ ' 

■ Technical '.AS sis tan be - - The ! p ro v^Lsi^n^Jq f .in for ma t i o n a n d . 

. specialized services t o i mp rd ve p fog f am ' ' comp o n e n t s . ^' ^- ' 

' Title IV — The section of ,^the; Soci al Security Act, as, . amended 
in 1968 , that provides grants to''s.tates-vif or ■ aid and services 
to. needy f amiliesiA^/ath children , and for child welfare, services . 
Title IV IS administered by SRS, DHEW. 

'■ r- ■ ■.. O- ■. 0 0 ' ^Q) .. ' Q 

Title IV-A --The section of the Social Security Act that deals 
'excGlusiv(i:ay.pWith Aid to Families with Dependent Children . 

.^(See AFNC':') ^' ' . ^ ' ^ ■ --^ ■ / ; ^ f' 



Title IV- A AdTi\ihis'trative Funding ContractSr ^'A contract between 
• th e tS t-ate ~Of-f-i ce^ ■ of GhMd- De ve-lo pme n t— an d -a-re g lo n al—4 - C~ 



Committee r Under the terms of %his /contract , a regional 4-C 
""committee as<^charged with the responsibility to develop and... 
implement support services with local day care vendors. 

' Vendor Payments — Payments made to operators of sites for^ 
.'day care services rendered to chrldren. \^ 
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Vermont Agency of Human Sprvron^-TK^ . grouping of problera- 

h^^StL: OEo'^'thrn --te", in, January? is^l"'. u ?"Ss" 
tnc btate OEO, the Departments of Sdci al:> Wei fare . rCorror- 



toria5 P^^f ^ "Ai^system whereby eligible families can pay 
in iL^of casT''.rh.' "\^';.'P"'^li=ly supplied payment vo"chars 
5I^„; ° ^ , • public agency which dispenses "the 

voucners" reim]3urses the day care vendor for vouchers received. 

Welfare vs. Workf are— Work f;:.rp i.. a new term which has rnmn 
^^f'^^'-^-.^ ^^-cribe tu^ concept ol Mandatory training 
ir^m^the^^elf^re'rous:'"'^^ sui tahlo; empl?6yment to r Love "hS^ 



ii 
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Abronyms ^ 



Alls 



Agency of Human Services (VermonrK This grouping of problem- 
- : solving services was created in January, 1971. It includos 

the State OEO, the departments of Social Welfare, Correctionsr 
^ .' ■ ^ 'a- ^' Health, Mental Health and Vocational Rehabilitation, and the ' 

, ^ ' FAP Planning Staff^'^ ' ' 

■ '' ' n 

. ' , ^, ^^^^ ' ' Aid to Need v Fa?;ilies and Children (Title IV Part A, Section 

' V, ^ ^02 of the Social Security Act as ar?xiended in 1968) / The 

federal grant enabling a state to furnish financial assistance 
and rehabilitation to needy dependent' children and' the parents 
- , V relatives with whom they are living/ This may also be referred 

^, / ' ' . ^ ' ^ o to as Aid to Families with Dependent Children. (AFDC) . 

X ; 'C-ROC - Bennington-Rutland Opportunity Council (spp taaV 

,yr^: -. ^'^^ ~ Community^-Action Agencv. A local community organizat ion , funded 

. ^ , V primarily by the federal Office of Economic Opportunity under 

^ ■ P the Economic Opportunity Act of 196^», giving the local community 

() ' , V responsibility to design and implement a plan 

. - ^ ^°r'C°'"b3tting the causes and conditions^of. poverty within the 

.1. - - ^' ■ ' - /' Ci . community. . - ^ ..^-i 

' ' ''^' \\' ^"^ ■ ' ' i> <y'''^ - 

-"''^-a : Community Action PrQp;rani , <v , / ' 



VV 



^"^ ro ^ ^oP^""^tv Cbordinated Child Care .: A. f edr- -^-prngram .^hi^^iM-' ^ , 2 / <; 

> ^V^"«^""r^8es,.communities to develop compr^^^^ ■ , " ; 

o pre-school services coordinated with existing and .potential ' > 

child ;care^ef forts . - The federal government p ... , _ . ... , . . 

technical ^assistance and limited: funds for this purpose. ' ^' ' ' / ' ■ ■ ^ 

, ,r a (See Federal Regional Committees), . V.On the local level the ^-C ' 

pr°8ram is operated by community-;^yolunteers "or by paid staffs ^ 
- n when local, state or federal ~'mding has been secured. ^ ' ' « 




Consumer Controlled Comprehen^ive'child Care. A comprehensive 
;|day care program ^that was d/iMeloped ^under the A-C program and 
is qi^erated by the parents wjtbse children participate in^^the ^ 



program.^ - ■ ' ' ■ S ■ ^ . ' ■ " " o ' V . ^""7*5^ 

Central Vermont Community Action Council, ^see CAA) 



Charoplain Valley Office of Economic Opportunity (see CAA) , ^ 

' i; ■ UdS. Department of Agriculture o .O ' • ■ . . ^ . 

o " ^ — ^_ ; ^, ; ■ ' ' . ■ ' . „ ■■ " 

' ' U.S.' Department of Labor- ' ' " " ■ „ ,1 

Economic Opportunities Act ^^August 196^. The federal ' ; 

.^^e^sla t ion that.; es tab OfficCiof Economic' Opportunity,; IL: 1 _j 

( OEO) as t h e j^on ly^ f ed e r a 1 £genc y who s e_ p r ima r y mi^ s^ bii is to P' J' 

"r."'"st:ren|;the^^^ 

VPfv a . policy tp . eU^ 7 . 

: -plenty^;* .'u,.', , .y:: . ^' ,| . :. ,•„:■,;,•■;,. ' ..C^' r ,o 

, • . -'^ .''r;, , M; 

, Employment Security ^^' DeparrniPnr of (V^ermoht) , ; ' ;; J',/'' ' V 



ir 
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ACRONYMS (CON'T) - 2 



ETV 
^FAA 



FAP 



'If 



^'FAP E & D 
PROJECT - 

. {)•■ * 
FIADCR - 

■ HEW - 

IRS - < 

MDTA - 



OCCSA'- - 
. oOCD ^ ~ 

-di^O ^- — 

SCORE w,-' 
SDSW , - 



r SEDFRE 
SEVCA 

- '••SIT'- 



Educational Television 

Family Assistance Act, of 1970, also known as HR-'16311. A bill 
Introduced In the 2nd session of the 91st Congress (1970) to 
authorize a family assistance plan with a provision to pretest 
the plan between January, 197lVand March, 1972 In 4wo areas of 
the country. (Not passed). ' * , ' 

Fa mily Assistance Plan .^ A national welfare reform proposal to 
provide Income maintenance , mandatory einplo}Tnent emplpjinent 
training, social services and da^>care services for welfare 
recipients to assist In their transition to economic self- 
, sufficiency. 

'(}' ' ' ■ 

'", , . ' 0 



;7 Family Assistance Plan ExDerimen^ and Demonstration Project 

Federal Interagency Day Care Recju l rements . 
' .. Fiscal Year (as Vin r{ ^72) . Usually a- twelve month period^' 



from July 1 to June 30 

■■ . ■' ^,. ■ ■■ \: " ^' 

. 'J- S. Department of Health, Edu cation and Welfare .^. (Also referred 
to asTDHEW or D/HEW.) ' ' „ . 

Internal ^Revenue Service (Federaf^ ^ ' r 

Manpower: Development Training. Act .This federal legislation^ 
^ passed in 1962 "and amended by" the Social Secur ity (Act , of 19(S8 , ' 
is administered by the Department of Labor. It is a two-fold 
work-training program^composed of ^institutional and on-the-jbb' 
, training l:omponents,. o^^^ ^ 

^^ Management Informa tion System 

■ r: O 

Orleans County Council of Sociaf Agencies (see CAA) ' ■ " 

Office bft^^Chil d Development , U.S. Department of Health, ^ 
Education and Welfare, (see SOCD) ^ i -^ 

0 f f-lce 0 f ^E'cohoirnLc Oppor tunity ; es ta&nshTd"ViTh fiTThVl^^Pr ■ . ^ -i i/o 
Office of the U.S. President (see^EOA & SOEO) . '■ ' a 



o Jp 



Service Corps of< Retired ExecCtives ;r - ^ 

State Department of Social Welfare (Vermont) 

Scholars hip, Education and Defense Fund tor Racial Equality, Inc 

„ Southeas tern -Vermont^Communltv-^Action^ (see-CAA)— ~ ->~«^ > 

School International Training < w.„. 



ACRONYMS (CON'T) - 3 



SOCD 

SOEO 
SRS . 



State Office of Child Revelopm ent , Agency of Human Services 
Vermont. Effective date of the order creating SOCD was 
January 3, 1972 as approved by Governor Davis on December 30, 
1971, (see OCD) 

State Office of Economic Opportunity (Vermont), (see OEO &-;EOA) 

Social and Rehabilitation Service , U.S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare, 



UVM 
VR 

WIN 

o 



University of Vermont . 

- Vocational Rehabilitation , >Jepar,tmcnt of (Xfermont) 

" Work Incentive" Program. Title IV, Part C of the Social; 
,Secur,ity Act as amended in 1968 which allocates funds to DOL 

to train welfare recipients for work with the goal of eventual 

job placement. - 



- ^---^^^ 



J 
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APPENDIX A-1 
■ HEW - VERMONT CONTFIACT - 1970-71 . ' 

July l', 1970 <^ (Excerpts) 



\ f Specific Child Care Planning Tasks to ber Performed .by the 
Vermont Program Contractor 



: .... .In - carry ing.:Out_„the . planni ng..,.tasks,,_the__cgntr ac^^ . ] . 

provide for the: ^ - ' - , '" 

o . " ••' ' \ ' .: _ o - ■ 

(T) — defl"^i""tri"pfr^f ,prese"n€ systems of ,^child, care in 

Vermont detailing , type r location and numbers ,. ■ 
... of services, and those institutions respprisible ' . 

^ ^ . <jj'ifor ■■generating an'^ \^ / ' 

■ ^'^ .(2) extrapolation of Vermont ' s baseline' survey ' " ' . " 

. .: : r .:^ aya^i.lable. in : latev,suro^r ) ^^^^i^ 1 .1 . 

vrt"' '■ (t.'iiL;, i'!,. order to estimate ^,y^^ . , 

.; ;. 3. ■ ' v" \ nefeds ' by type , \ number and ;locat ion ; ;With ope'^ , : . 

=■:, . tional staff , . these :heed ..extrapolations will be v 

■ ... " ;^^reviewed,ahd short and long - ^ ' 

•:. .ij,; ' , . / ■ tlesV asc/weXI, as action:goals^; wili'^^b / ' . ; 

• .-^ (3 ) ,v Examination .of !tr^ national ' , ... \ > ' ■ ^ 

* vJii-'^*''^-f child care system— administrative control, funding o " . * ^.J^: 
r-.a^^.v^i^r/'^'^ ^ ^ arid jpjco.gr am con ten t~-and: in them; into the ^ 

■ ^ ^V^'^^^^^^^^ ' /plarining, for' a model FAP child care, system which* 7"" ~ ..j ' .. V 

'\. wfll . wnrk in Vermont or onationallv... : • , , . " . • 



will work in Vermont or onationally,. 

(4) Wi?h the:voperationj^^s^tajy,r;.rthe^^^ . a\ 

_ ___prpc;eduresr^for=^^ funding r^df " day^ care programs ., j^' 

'~^%~(Tr€re^IV"^rrd"FAP")"^^ ~"~ 
;,' : leg is 1 at i on ; i s p a s s ed , wh i cfi w i 1 Hp la c e re s po n s i - ' 

bility for -caay care funding . with one agency. 
•'. ■ ■ ' 'y:v' ^--^ ' - c ■ - - ; • . , ''■ 

.'(5,) - ; Development of ^techniques to- generate day care ■ ^ 
•■■("':][ "' s &r vrce s in area s whe r e . commu n i ty-'co6 r d iria ted 

; '-" .rchild .care prog^ not impos- ' ' 

*sibl'e , to develop;; ,;:;. Included will .be consideration ^ . \' 
- o f t: em po r a ry ~ d ay 4 c a r e tP r og r am s , - con tract s -^ w i t h - " 
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are available (conditions under which commu- 
nity coordinated programs are unlikely to be 
successful will be clearly defined.) 

(6) Examination and identification of the 
relationship between job or industrial de- 
velopment in a icommunity and the ease in 
development of child care services. 

(7) Design of referral procedures between day care 
"and other FAP components. Of particular concern 
will be referrals for .supportive servicers for ^ 

, children . n 



(8) Development of ' alternative schedules controlling 
the share of day t care cost to be borne by fami;lies 
at any given income level. Schedules tested should 

^ include at least one which introduces into the 
decision of a parent who is at best a potentially 
low wage earner or who has a large number of 
dependent children, full consideration of the cost 
pf child care which the decasion-to work involves.' 
At' the 'same time the schedules , should, not impose 
excessive disincentives to significant '*labor^'force 
potential , or attachment^. .. Schedules to be "tes,ted 
should ralso ref lect dif f erenciss in the quality 
of care provided so as , to encourage utilization 
of^'less expensive forms of" :dayj^^c 
"minimizing Federal cost '^and providing a .natural 
rationing mechanism for scarce re sources. ^ • 
Schedules to be tested shal^l be' jointly agreed , 
to by the ystate-.and' the DHEW^ Pro jec't Officer. ■ 

(9) Design and evaluation of various child^ care payment 
systems"' and administrative procedures for their 
implementation.' Alternatives^ for 'example, will . ' 
include: ; (a) vouchers to ■ individuals); (b) income 
exclusion, and (cj direct contracts wiltK^ tlie day 
care providers. The possibility of 'designing',, 

" pay men t::.sy.&tems which would encourage , ^/through L. 
monetary . rewards , quality services and trained 
personnel ,wi'll also be explored ... Systems to be. 

tes ted— s ha rf^bie^jorn tly "'^g r eecl"~to"by ~ the'^S t'a t"e~a rid 

they^DHEW Proj ect Of f icer . , :' ' r-.- y, 1,, l \ . 

(10) Definition and evaluation ,.of. techniques for. . . 
rapid resource development at the local including 

, the development of personnel^ to provide child ;care ' 
services. Alternatives which will bejexplored in-- 
elude: (1) job training "programs, (i.e. , .New, \, 
Cafeers- possibillties-for-FAP— recipient s~ and -other — . 



V A 



non-professionals in the child care frield) 
n" which might be coordinated with employment 

training components of FAP. and .the ongoing a 
WIN and MDTA programs; and (2) follow-up 
training and definition of continudus staff 
services, which might be necessary in the 
operation of child care, fjrograms. The intro- 
duction , of child development into home care ' 
should be a major consideration in bo^th 
" training programs for personnel. , . 

' ' 0 ' ' " . "' ' ' ' . ■ . 

(iJ) Outline the size, and staffing requirements 
for the FAP day care component'. 

Specific Tasks to be Performed in'^ the Expansion of. Child Care 
Servi ces and Facilities Throughout the State 

The contractor shall ' develop and implement a program f or 
expanding child care facilities and' utilization within. thej 
State. The plan for expanding the day 'care operational funds 
provided by this contract must be jointly agreed to by the 
State and the DHEW Project Officer before operations 
commence . .'i '^'o • ^? 

The specific tasks to be performed include: " 

a. The formulation ot administrative procedures for develop- 
ying' and managing a system of child care' services . in -'..a 
Vermo n t , --^ De f i n i ng t he s a , pr o ciad ure s . w i-ri- require dey e 1 op- 
> ment of the f ol lowing '"'Kev'e^^^ . . ~ ' , ; ' :.t * 

(1) V' ^^greements with the Department, of Social Welfare 

^ m regard to the ^temporary transfer Ci.e. ' for the " 
■ o period of the coritfact:) of respohsibili 

distribution and monitoring of^'Title IV monies, 
*:and the licensing of all day care ^facilities in 
' Vermont. .. ' . ! ' 

' ■ ■ r 

(2) An agreement with the Department of Social Welfare'X 
to continue its ; Title', IV and licensing responsir 
bilities until such.time as 'staff can be developed 
within GEO and , 4-C'-to "effectiyely; . assume such , '■ 
re spon s_i bil 1 1 y . The- t ira ris f er ■ sh a 1 l_o c c.ur_ no^Iat er 



than September I'v 1970. 

(3) Definition of a State policy regarding the 
^ - ^ ^ d 1 s t ri bu 1 1 o n _'^an d^. coord i n a t i'o n o f ' 1 0 0 %' F,e d e r a 1 • 
-contract; monies for Q ay, care (FAP) with existing 
Federal monies requiring local -cash and in-kind 
,^ commitments v^(Title IV) .'■ This policy and -proce- 
V dures for its use will^be of, particular concern' 



Jay^Sarf progra^;'' "^'^^^'^^'^-^ P'--'^ of Vermont's 

(4)1 Related to the joint f,.n^- 

niust be designed Jo iSe"L^°'''^^' P"=-'d^ures 
are provided children fn ""^^^^ servi'ces 

For example, since fap^^ °ne c^^t^^ 
and dentil sorvLes andTuI ?v°:''' -^i-l 
Vermont.; the problem of intoprat ^ n°"^r i" 
thc.^ope:,ational leve/ll^^L'^sof^ld . '""'^ 
On the basic; nf — ' ' ' . 

, Long r^nge goals will be set wfrfrf'^'^^^^^^^^^^ 
l:.-.>annin'g staff, day carP no^ "^'"^ ^'"^^ day care 

ProgrH priorities'^anfpri^r^ier' ''f." -il/dofino 
Of 1-jted day care r.s^u^ce^^^^^^.^ th^'\SL"''^"^^°" 

S&i^t^^f 3r£^?-|^ -chni,ues, to ..^uicUy 

provide actual assistS in thH'' -^"^ 



^ive, i.ei, a 'grant'p^oar^m'''''"^^-"^'" ^="0^^^^^^^^^^ ^s- eff^cV 
for information ragafSg-tho "'P'^ -^efxinghouse 'T^* 
recomm|nded.ad|ini-^?L^'iee"-^?o^Sres?.''^^'^^ 



and 



„ /r,"'""-'-^"'--^^? procedures:- - 

The development- 4^^^ imwi' »■■. .. * - ' ' ■ > •V''''^^ 

:strative s^vrL^ftrafn^rand'^" ^ -ystem^of admiBiC 
for staff iri FAP.-' child c^yl. ,^"^-'^-?^^ 

and techniques,, managemenV.rn^^^^''^- ■ ''^^^ram content 
ment will,;be included! Ltuart^^^-'""''''^'^^" deyel,op-^-c 
Staf¥-pr. local aqerit:ies ■ r 7^^^^^^ to oooperatT?^^''^ 
child oare;_op'e^a?io5^3^.,°^;'^:^^ throu,,^ -^^^'''^^- / 

; The .dcsJign and chnrino*- ' r ' ^ '(;^o , , ' : 

•ways eo provide, child c'L,^"^^^'"-' ^^^^^^^^ 
" 'sat^^r f (ir'Jhr.'"-'^''=^^"^tate.-||ticr.; 
satellite day, care;'homes st-afL^ r ^ ' - 

„__„^.f'."£.lfa^Anter_where IdSLo^ 

- Taterials and ^f;,Vf . 



services are a\jailable? (2) the innovative . use of . , , 

existing ETV programming ^^f or children in homes, and ^ .-^ 
centers across [the State or ■ the^^deyelopment of ETV , 
programs < and accompanying educa%ional materials for 
children; and^'O') an ' innovative transportation system-, 
fon rural child care^programs.- ^\ ./ ' ' = 

The development of internal evaluation procedures; fcr ;v-.r- ' 
assessing the effectiveness of ' the' operating programs v; 
and the statewide. staff itself. It is ^anticipated ^that -^^^ 
standards-reporting forms -will - be developed which, will . ' 
meet 'Federal , and .State needs on FAP children .and provide^ ^Vv. 
a basis not only f or iassessing.^,the effectiveness; of 
current, programs,- but^'aid in the projection of future 
services. ni'Periodic review sessions in, the operations • >^ 
staf'^will serve -to pinpoint'subjeot areas for increased 
conrnahication and coordiWy.on, and. geograp.hi;c areas ,, , 

' for concentratibns ;of. effort. Field experiences will be v^,/^ 
fully -'documented and'' analyzed as 'necessary to giy.e^thc ,v 
planning and, operations staff a clear, picture ..of what - „.c 

' works and 'doesn' t work dn particular communities. ■.■ .. 

^In carrying out\h^ child care/ planning 'and operationa;l-:;y 
- tasks outlined above;.;the Contractor. ^hcJll RTOVid^^^ - 
\maximum consultation arfd involvement^^f^appropr^ate DH^^^^^ ...^ 
FAP^and other staff'. ' The-DHEW^,P^roject>cOf'f icer; shaH 
specify to the contractor the appropriate ,pHEW:,staf f -.the 
'total ^^day ccare component , - and specif ically the-. op.erationsv^^ . , 
■ phase as^f given in Art:icle l^^^^ staf fing .patterns^^arG-- , 
'specified witKih the budget:)',. ! ■ v. . ^ - \ ^ 

■ ■■: " ' . ^ '\- ■■■■r, " ■ - V^'^' - .J' ■ ■ 

'When'the' da'y,"care pro.grkm is.-'-^^Uy ■'op4atibna,r;2within ,,, «>■' " 
"twelve tb eighteen months) rjesponsibilrty , torv the, day,.;.vt- 
care^ operations will' be- transferred, f rom- SOEO^.to -nn^ J, :,. 
appropriate-agency., agreed . by>the .State and DHtWv The> 
day care operltipnk;^'ltaf f ,will^'prot>^^ ^1^^^^^^^' 
ad^inistrativeSand support services^jfor both ,tne litle IV 
fund's anV the ..requested ,chiia,,ccire and seed ^gr^nt fundb , , 
under, this contract .*'„<.'• : -..,<,''■ « 



APPENDIX A~2 



OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 



AGREEMENT 



Agreement for reimbursable services' to be performed by, the 
Department of Health, Education, .and Welfare. 

■ ; ■ , . ■■ ' ■ -■ , , f ■ 

,1 .V PURPOSE 

One of the important goals of the proposed Family Assistance 
Plan -is^^ to provide strong incentives V for the transfer of 
adminis'^trative responsibility for some,, of the welfare pro- ■ . 
grams -now administered by State welfa*'*e departments to a 
Federal agency. In order to effedt s ich transfers' in. an 
eff icient ■ and timely manner , it will\De necessary tO'~have 
resolved", the many problems attending the integration of FAP^^^ 
with , the* State programs and to have a model Federal-State 
agreement available to; serve, as 'the, basis for discussions 
with the various states. The: detailed planning and develop- 
ment, of an agreement, cannot be done without ^focusing on the 
issues In dne^state in order to- develop realistic and 
effective models. , . .) 



FAP also provides for the establishment of greatly expanded 
child -care "f acirities and an , expansion of the j-available ' ?i 
manpower services throughout - the' . Country . '//.In the^absence : 
of actual opeirational experience, itCis; ext:eedingiy - 
difficult to plan ^fbr a rapid expansion' in these areas ^' - 
-that will effectively meet the needs; of C-oth the recipients' 
and the FAP program. .'^ ' / '\ \\ 

In view of these planning needs, the Department of Health 
Edu Gat'ion->^a nd Welfare is con tr a c t i ng , with th e De par tmeii t o f 
Social. Welfare 'of the'^ State of Vermont to plan; for' the 
Federal administration of the proposed program... ' One - 
component -.of this ; pro ject ^wiil be to develop a model plan ' 
for cl'ay' care under FAP and. to expand the day 'care facilities 
throughout , the State. This agreement iwidl provide funds 
to support ' the, ^operational^ activities required ,to implement 
the model plan;^': . .. . .r"" ^ / v ' • , , ■ 



II.:,- BACKGROUND 



/• . . The national welf are 'ref orm measure — the "Family, Assistance 
■ Act''of 197;0" which provides "basic benefits to ^ low-income ' 
- families'. with children" and -emphasizesrr" incentives for 
, ... employment of;.menbers of such -families" will, necessitate 
/; • massive 'devefopmeht and expansion of'^'child cafe services. 



Existing f acil i t ies ' in Vermont cannot begin to meet the 
present child care needs of tlioae-'^ANFC '::amilies who wil]]' 
automatically become FAP recipients. /The demand for child 
carp will be even greater under FAP, "as present estimates 
indicate a significant expansion of child care needs 'a's 
working poor families are aided under FAP. The timetables i 
for full operation and ^ the overall effectiveness of the I/ 
reform program will depend on how quickly and expeditiously i 
a wide variety of child- care facilities can -be -^^nerated . /'Y; 

Thus, the' p.v^uulem is to plan demonsfratey evalue'te and 
develop a model" FAP child care system which will 'u^-^. 
coghizant of and responsive to the needs of children of. FAP. 

It is enviiioned that the product to this effort will be 
a system of practical alternatives which can be exercised 
in a ccpmmunity — giyen^a set of defined situational factors-- 
and which/ when implemented , will quickly result in the 
provision of adequate and sufficient child services in ' ' 
that community. ' 

III. DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 

A FAP day care planning staf f wifl '^be established to develop 
thb model FAP-Child Care service system for Vermont which 
can be utilized in determining national alternatives for ^ 
effective operation of the Family -Assistance Plan ,. and to ' 
expand the day care. facilities throughout the State . ^ ' 

Through-actual- operation of .child. care programs in the Stato> 
techniques shall be explored for the rapid;, development and ' 
expansion of. child care facilities. Operational problems 
in terms of agency our group, developmental, coordination , 
staff training , program management . and, political .'or 
community support' will be well documented'.-" The research 
and. innovation personnel^ — with the. aid of the operations 
staff-will develop and test innovative.' solutions which will 
,ease, if ' not overcome,, anticipated .administrative, and pro- 
gram problems which might arise in an overall FAP'^day care 
systeml . ■ ■ • ■■■ ■ ' 

IV-. S]?ECIFICS OF SERVICES 

.How__wili;lser-vices-be— performed?--^ — — — 

1... The Department of HEW will contract ^wit'h the 

.Department of Social Welf are ■ f or ' the .S^ate of .. 
-■ Vermont, for the development of a' moder plan .for' 
federal administrationvof FAP and the State ' 
supplemental and adult programs , the development of 
•V a model FAP Child Care Service system, expansion 
' . of. day care facilities and a baseline survey of 
poten t ial"FAP" r ec ipientsV — ' " ' 



The Department will have responsibility for monitor 
ing this funds provided by OEO for the day care 
operational component of their.-contract. 'To assist 
the Department in this responsibility, an' advisory 
group willi,be established unc3er the chairmanship 
of the ^HEW Project Manager to coorrlinate the work 
o'f the various agencies potentially involved in the 
Administration of the Family Assistance Pl-an and 
hence in the performance of services under the 
Vermont contract.' A sub-group on day care will 
advise on policy issues in this area. .. 

The contractor, will establish a FAP day care 
planning staff|)to carry out the inventory and i 
planning aspects of the model FAP - Child Care 
system. It is aaticipated that some staffing 
needs for the day care component can .be drawn 
from existing child' ^care expertise in' the . State . ' 
New staff will be trainedito generate and support 
local day care operations where heeds cannot be met 
locally. Consultant services will' be utilized, 
particularly in the area, of Research and Innovation. 
Close contact will .be maintained, between this staff 
and the planning unit to insure^^that' the operations 
staff have sufficient input into the planning of a ' 
model FAP Day Care System. 

is.,understood that , the., contractor iwill,. delegate 
-responsibility to the' 'St^;te- Of f ice ■ o^t Economic " " 
Opportunity for the administration .of the' day : care, 
operations comppnent . The State -4 Committee-- 
which , has . responsibility for initiating community' 
coordinated child care^for all children ;,in^th^ State 
has been Ins trumen ta 1. ' in the ; es tafilish- 
ment. of Title IV programs in Vermont by. organising, 
local- "umbrella" groups thrfeugh which' Department of 
^Social Welfare money is channeled — will r^erve as an 
advisory group to the State OEO Director and, staff - 
for .day care: operations . a portion of the actual 
operations money will-be- used to demonstrate the 
po,tential of othe 4-C concept in ^starting and. 
operating day care centers- or homes across Vermont. 
-The-State-Off i-c'e~wi"rr~al^(r;Be~"r^ — — ~, 
assistance in 'the implementation of other demonstra^ 
tibn projects to be defined at a later date. 
An SEEO .representative will work .closely with . the 
planning unit as recguifed . , , ' ^ ^ ■. ' 

Al.though the contractor wiil develop 'internal 
evaluation procedures and. conduct an ongoing 
. 6 Z?_i £ . .Pl4lt h e..; demo n s t r a^^^ n project.. ,i .t„:. i s .„ 



C/. 
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^nrlr ^^^^ ^'^ilJ- subseauentlv conduct an" 
indGpen.-Gnt evaluation of the Vermont p?Sject through 
contract with another organization. Specification of the 
objective of the day care demonstrations, the design' 
of the evaluation study and its relationship to ^evaluation 
bv mTnrn ^"^/^^^^^^^^ demonstrations willobe developed 
^y HEW, OLO, and DOL. However, the evaluation will focus 



on 



(a) 'how quickly child care resources are 

developed .anj3 expanded , 

(b) how^^responsive the child care system is to 
the needs of children^ar/d their families 

, eligible" through FAP, and = 

(c) how effectively the administ^rative ^mechanisms 
..operate to facilitate these activities 



B. What services will be performed? 



- O ■ ■ V . ■ 

The formulation of administrative procedures for 
, developing and managing a system of child care 
. services in Vermont.'^ Defining' ^hesG procedures 
. will. require development, of the followinq key - ' 

elements: 

(a) Agreements with the Department of Social ' 
Welfare in regard 'to ^the~::t-ransfer of> c ^ ^ 

^•^ responsibility for distrdbutio.n and • 

. . monitoring .of Title IV monies, arrd the 
Mcensing of all day care facilities in 
Vermont. , , ■ 

(b) An,, agreement, 'with the Department of Social 
Welfare to ..continue its Title IV and,, licensing 
responsibilities until sueji time as stk'fTcan 

> , be developed; within OEO and 4-G effectively 

assume such responsibility. The 'transfer , 
should occur no later than September 1, 19'70. 

.... (c) .,p^finition^ofr, a State - policy regarding the 

distrrbutiorr and cpbr'di'ha£ron'^ o"f " ld"0"% 

' Federal jnonies f or' ciay care (FAP) with IV .o 
: existincf Federal monies requiring local cash 
and in-kind commitments .(a?itle IV)..' This ' 
,. . P°l.icy'''and^prqcedures.'fdr use will be of 

iWf particular concern in the short range ■ • ' 

^'o operatiOT^al phase^of "Vermont's-day care 

■■ • " program; - ' ^-r-:-—^f - - 
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(d) Related to the joint f unding ' policy , 

pirocedures must .be designed to insure that 
equal services are provided children in any 
one center or home. 'For example, since FAP 
monies provide for medical and' dental 
services and Title IV monies do^^not in 
Vermont, the problem on integrating these 
funds "at /the operational lev^f^l must be 
i'esolved. ' ^' ' , ' 



, A plan Jior expending the day care operational funds " 

" will be jointly agreed to by Federal and State agencies 

" . . before operajtions- commence . ff * rj : " 

- 2. On the basis^.of the inventory 6f;'day care efforts o /• , ' 

o (specifying: types of care groups served, 'n- 

f ' identification of gaps in , service s--prtfgrammatically ' ' • ^ 

. p „ and gecpgraphically) and-, the baseline survey of - . - ] . -4. 

' ^, opotential demand .covered, by the day care planning S - ' 

{ phesp , target areas for imme^diate .concentration of' , ' r. - 

' V- ^; ' e;ffor;t*>and specific program needs rwi 11 be reviewed " , = ' 

^' Q ^. . and expanded. Long range goals'" will be set. ' '"'""'""^ • ^ , . 

- With the FAP day care planning staff, "■'■day care " ... ,v 

' P operation's staff will define program priorities \ H ^ ' 

Q ' <£ o and priorities for the ''distribution 'of limited \' 

. • ' < A^^y cari2 :. resources within the State. " " : : . / - ' c • . ; , 

■ / ■ ■ / o - - .. ■■ ■ V ■;, ■ ; ... . ■■■ ■■■■■ - n--' 

tr^: ^' 7; '3 . ■ Developmentf and- iniplementation ■o,f ^.t^ ... i^. .. .„. ^. : ...... 

- T quickly .generate Interest- in 'local day care programs " ■ , 

•v ^, and, to provide' actual; assistance in the formation ; :0 > , 

' "./^ : ' and ..operation of programs . Oi^e method , ; already; ^ \ . ; . / 

' used^^oh a limitec3 basis',' will be "further evaluated-- ' , ' •, " 

,i • " that 'of esitablishihg a network' of.., program "developers- 1 

, -who arei) capable of, providing public education efforts 
regarding neC'ds for expanded day care ; services, as . ' o 

iv " - the local levej, increases , "bther ^techniques '■■''\\ , 

feqiiiring leso" ^'"selling" efforl: can be effective , \ " ■ 

' , , _ e. , a grant program, a central,;cle'aringhpuse ^ S ' c . 

;J;7 / foiTj information regarding^the juse','pf , FAP c^'iild 
' ■ <■ . ^^^/^ monies ^,and recommended administrative' " ■^■"-r'- r' 1 ... ; _^ ' 0; 

' ■ • prrcedures. ' " ^ - "a... 

■ ■ ; " ^" . - , \ ■ ■ „ , r ■ . ^' ^- • „> 

" ' . 4. The development and implementatiioi}.^ of a system of ' ' X ' • 

" " ^, . . , administrative services, training and ;technical ^.--.^r. 

;;;;; ;;-";------^-<y-"r ':---'' ; . ■ ; ■• - ^ as^is tance , f . . ; l!!,-^,.: 

. ^'^i' " ■ProgTam^conte^^^ 'techniquesT mana'gement: , 0 / -r. ■ 

/' •* o ^' ' procedures and staff '^development will be included. , .j- 

. . ^ ,; Actual trainings and technical assistance respon- ' > 

^ ' . . sibility may be assigned to cooperative State or,. 

: local agencies , or- developed through^^ - . 

"■. ".v ■;■■.;.■■(: ; (^) ■ Q?^?lr Operations "S taf f ; : .iQ--^- . ; r , f ■ •■ >••.: .'. ' .. ■■■"■-'„ 

-7^'" ■'/„ ■ ' ; '''''r'''--':; J' ; : ""r"':^--- 

• " ' ^ ■ ■. "'. . ' ■ ^ ■'■ • 'I'l"^ ■■; ^ ■ ' ' \. " :; " " . . ' ' ■ ■ - ■ ' '-^j.^'--'^- ; .'■ ' '••vS;.'.. 

■/ ■<;■ -'"^ r\ ■ ■■■ „■ ^ •^,..0'... r • L.,;;..^::i^, '■■ '■■'^■■'^\ 



5. The design and conduct^f programs which 

demonstrate new ways to provide child care serVices 
in tliCj State. Such demonstrations may include 
(1) the development of sa^tellite day care homes 
staffed by.FAP mothers around a nuclear center 
where educational materials an'd staff services are 
.available; (2) the . innovative use of V'^ist/ing ETV 
cprogranpiing' for, children -in homes and\ >ntcrs r 
acrpss"the State or the development, of ' KTV programs 
and accompanying educational materials for children; 
and {3,} an innovative transportation svstera for ' ' 
rural child ca,re programs. " , 

The development' of internal e^valuation. procedures 
for assessing the ef C^^-.xrytiveness of the operating 
programs and the state-^wide, staff itself It is 
anticipated that standard reporting forms will be^' 

; developed which will meet. State data needs on FAP 
children arid provide, a basis not only for assessing' 

, the effectiveness of current programs, bubaid- in 
.the projection of future services. Periodic review 
sessions. in the.. operations staff will serve to " 
pinpoint subject ^.areas ..for increa,r'j-t:d communication 
and coordination, ^ ^Tid cteographic 'areas for 
concentrations of, -effort*. Field experiences will 

fully documented and- analyzed as necessary to 
give "the pTarining and"'bperations staff a clear 
picture ^of what^works and^ doesn ' t work' in particular 
. comjnuriities . o 6 ' 

When the da'y,;,,care program is fu,n.y: operational 
(w>»;.thin twelve to ei^htedn .montj. Responsibility 
for the day care operations wilL^be 'transferred 
' from the;: State OEO to an appropriate agency, agreed^ 
, to by State and Federal agencies . First year.-goals 
are, now direct toward the establishment „of fZ/fty 
^, .(50.) . new child. care centers and a . network ofc^-hild 
\care ^'homes across/ the ^'State . ''T'^--''^'-'-^'- — ^^^t^^:^: 

Experience has shown ^^tHat one of the greatest 
barriers to establishing a center or home that meets 
the licensing standards of the Departments^. of Social 
Welfare is the lack of "seed mon^ey" to meet the ' ' 
costs_.o:f,.renovating_t:he - availab^^^^^ facilities and ■ to-- 
purchase^ necessary GC3uipi.Vont. This agreement* , thus 
' provides $150 ,000 in ''seed mciieyj" to meet the start' 
upv costs of neW' child care facilities. ' The costs 
' , ,were estimated ph tht^ basis of ah average of ' '$2',^500 ■ 
• per" center, for fc'ifty (50.) new,, centers , and $500 per 
■•home for fifty (50) new child care home s^;* ■ " 

••r-- ■ - - ■ '■■ • ^-yr- ■ ■-'n , ■ ■<>-■- 
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V. 



A total of: $834,330 is provided , 3:or the purchase 

of child care services over a tGn-molith * • , _ 

period Cless than a full year's- fundincj) is 
required' in order to allow time for the day care . ' 
unit to become operational). At an annual cost 
of $1,^600 tper child for futl time care, and 
$600 per child for before and after school care, : 
these funds would purchase- 4 37 full time day care 
spaces and 501 before and after school spaces. 
In addition to -the f unds^^^rovided-by., OEO , 
Title IV monief^ in the State will be. ..used to 
purchase day c/jvre services for^;''625 children at' an 
annual cost of/ $1 , 24 8 per chiici-and before and aft-,;r 
school or part-time services for 200 children at 
$600 per child. The 'day c^^.are opera.tional staff will ; 
'provide the .developmental/ administrative and support, 
" ' services, for both the^Title IV funds and the 

requested child care 'and seed grant funds under, this 
contract. • |) ^ .l^ a - . 

Reporting , .,■ ^. :\.--- : - 

1. ' The HEW Project Manager will^i!iubmit'quar,terly written 
• progress reports to. the- OEO Project 'Manager based 

on reports preparad /by f:he .FAP' Day^JCare Planninig 

" Staff; and .the state Of 1 ice ■ o.f Economic Opportunity.- 

Th e . n e c e s s a r y r e po r t i n g. c] e s';j. g n , ^. o r framework f ,o r 
these reports, developed prior to the f irs to report , 
;^ ' , will be^ subject^ to the approval of the OEO Project - 
,■ Manager..', _ ^ ,. ' ■> ■ ' .'' ■ 

2. The HEW Project. Manager wijy^: .subn^l.. written- advl 

of significant cievelopment^' to OEO as such developments 
, occur,: v, cv^ a : 

3. -The HEW Project Miinagor" wi'll prepare,.. a sumKiai^y . 

final report to QEO^coyerc ng . the; activities during , 
■ '" the course of thisVagreement The report will ' be 
delivered to OEO 'within one month of t'he completion 
; ^,of a'?l-'^work covered by this agreement. 



--0E0' wirr liave.; tffe "rlg^^^^^^^ of. tlie ■ - 

,:..work called ''for herein aind to condxict or have condu- 'ted , ^ ^ 
ahi; evaluations deeme'd ; necessary . „ 

*"* V (.•' . . '■' . . ■.. . "~ ■ 

VI. FUNDING • ' "" .^'^ -.--v; - • - • ■ ■ 



-OEO .wlll^-reimburse-.-the..DHEW 

incurred by" the DHEW in the ,per f ormanr,G of the wor^..^^ 

;„. u . ' ■ : . ' ^' , iff) 



0 



A7 



it . ^ 



0 
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■"■ fo^'h^'^f ^^^'"^'^"'^"t, provided ti{k the total amou-if 

to ba^funded by OEO will not, exceed the estimated cost of 
91,034,332 Thio estimated cost, covers work to be 
■ OEO wn ? ^ ^"'''"^ the^ remainder of FY 1970 and in FY 1971. 
. °^°;^'^lialyj.n.,C9 funds to the DllEW and thereupon HEW 
■> the\t^tn''''f u"'"' ■^^P^-'^^tment of Social Welfare -of,, , 

s an hl-V^L^'^PS". ^"""^ 30, 19.70. ReimbursemeA't 
sJiall be, requested by using Standard Form 1081 citina 

Appropriation 7500571, Program Account 05031832 (20? 
This form shall be submitted to the ContractingcOff cer, ' 
Ot-Q, citing Agreement No. jf the work 

cost'"^oro''w'^?rK" be completed within the estimated 

cost, OLO will be advasedas soon as .possible It is 
tj^f"=^?,'°f "^y^D"™' the Deparrtm welfare for 

tili tTLj t^'^^'m^ and, OEO that no, additional OEO funds 
wiij. be . used for this project. 

z-^. ' BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR DAY CARE 

,f OPERATIONAL COMPONENT OF VERMONT PROJECT . 

l;'; Provision for Consultant Services 

Research, afid Innovatioh < , • v 

2.: Prbvision^ for Seed nr anf-Q 

.•-;5a'''Center's X $2 ;'500 ' 



50 Homes X"$500 ^ "^^ " d 

Child Care ' Servicer/ - 

'^^^'children in' f ull time care X $1;33V* 

501 chi/idren in before' and after. 
; i • s ch o d r "c^* r e X ■$ 5 0 0 * ' ' " ~ ' : ^ 



f. 



-r •TOTA■tl- 



" 'Si' ■ '■ ii- 



. ,} 7.:!l? •■H^.*: ..^P^- funding 



. ■ $ 50; 000 

U'^ c 12 5;v:p0 0 
. : 25,000 
' 150,000 

58V, 832 

i ,.. 25'0/500 
8'34/r^32 



::^::;"?3:>:P34:,33?;::::;r:::-::: 



•The OEO project Manager, for this agreement is 
He h^s full authority ito represent the Contracting oEficer ' 
in connection with operations under this agreement, except ■ 
that hr')is not authorized to issue orders which change <, 
the work to be performed hereunder, the compensation, or 
the period of (..performance/. »; , ' 

The HEW Project Manager f or' thiG ^fgreement is Joseph P., Corbett, 
Deputy Director, IncomL- Maintenance Research and Policy 
Coordination, and he alone, or his delegatee , is authorized 
to represent/HEW in relationships with OEO which pertain to 
the provisions- or cost of this agreementcor IIEW's performance, 
under;? it ' ' ' o 

IX. DURATION OF AGREEiMENT . ' \ 

This memora'hdum of- understanding will become i^|fecti^e on " 
the date when-approval has been subscribed .hereto by ' ^ 
representatives^ of both the Department of Health, Education, 
and| Welfare and the Off ice of * Economic Opportunity, and ■ 
^m'ain in effect through June 30^ 1971. - " „ 



DEPART]viENTj..OF.„HEALTH.,--EDUCATIpN - OFF-ICE -OF^ EPONOM-IG-OPPOHTUN-ITY- 

^"---'7^ND" WELFARE---' -- ■ —v-— ^ • ■ - 
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APPENDIX A-3 



Agreement AOO-0042 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 



Betwekn. 



THE OFFICE OF, ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 



and 



THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND.' WELFARE 




This agreement rs i.nto^th.is 18th dav of June, 1970 

between the Ofjice-of . Economic Opportunity '(hereinafter 
referred to..^.s_QEQL.^ of' Health, . Education 

and.Welfare (hereiQ^if ter referred to as HEW). 

WpREAS OEO and HEW have the authority to implement a project- 
for the development of a model Family Assistance Plan - Child 
Care Se^rvice System; and . .^ . .>nxi.u . 

WHEREAS, ^OEO agrees; to transfer ■ funds, to HEW pursuant to 
Act;'and ^^^^^^Mon ,.23-2 of the , Economic 0^^^ 

(.;j^REAS7 ViiEW ";agre^s \o be respo ns ible ^ f or " monitor ing" a nd" ' ' ^■ 
- accovinting for_ all, funds provided by OEO , f^or this pro ject; 

. NOW- T^HEREFORE, :y i^t is mutually- agreeci^ as' ASws> .'v ; - 

■ V -1. -HEW/ willr ^. ' . 1 ;. \. .s: 

r . „. ■ ' , , ■ 

a.. Unsure that the requirements .of thQ. Economic c,:- 
" Opportunity Act which apply to projects fu'hdedv ' 

' . "^i^^^^^^^' Section^ 232. of the Economic-Opportunity • 

> . ' met., -This includes, but is not ifinited 

. . ■ to,, the- requirements contained in Sections 232 (d), 

,> w ... .^242,^^^^ 604(2)-(3), 6io-ht)- 

• , (c) and G13;v o . 



b. In accordance with the terms and conditions 

'^9.9.^A^^^^.^ll^L^>ly^ -^1-. 

.„.,..,..-representative.s^of-OEO "and ■HEW7^'"IiW^ 

contract, administer monitor , make arrangem'Gnts 
and carry out all-actions necessary for 
•. successful completion. ^Di this project;" 

..c. contribute additional fundi'ig to this project . 
- _ $7 7 5,000; U' J 



.,(31 ' 
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d. obi ic,\ite funds for contracts under this 
i^roject priior to June 30, 1970;: 

e. submit Standard Form 1081 citing 'Agreement 
No. AOO-0042 .App'rppriation No, 1100500,. 
Activity Code. BA-1, and Section 232, to the 
Director, Procurement Division, OEO, 1200 - 
19th Street, N. W. , Washington, D, C. 20506. 

2. OEO will:, ■ . ' 

a. . reimburse HEW for all actual direct costs " 
incurred by HEW in the performance of v;ork 
covered by this agreement, provided that 
the total amount to be funded by OEO will 
not exceed the estimated costs of 31 , 034 , 332 . 
It is understood tKat OEO will "hot rcimlnirrio 
HEW for any .costs incurred in excess of the^^ 
estimated cost,-,of $1,034,332. ^^'^-^ ■ 6.,./,. 

■ .. . V../ A' 

.3. This "ngreement^is^. effective as of the d.ate first 
shown above, and Will -remain in effect through 
June 30 > .1971. . ^ " . , -^v- 



• ; ^\ .... 



Oj:FICE?.OF„ ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 



6 



BY 



(SIGNED) 



Ralph A. Hov;ard^y; ^ 
Director,, Procurement Division 



-4? 



o 

■•0 ' 



■ ERIC 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE .. ' ' ' 



(SIGNED) 



-Johh-C-. Montgomery. 



T'l TLE Assistant to the Seer e ta r y 
and 'Deputy "^Assistant 
- Secretary .for Income 
- v ' :'-^T ' Maintenance ^ "W ": 



'J 
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Appendix A- 4 

^ 

Legend ^ ' ' ^ 

t ^1 

' '-^^ '^Jo direct operating responsibility' 

C/I< - Contractual and Legal approvals 
D = Policy Decisions 

$ = Money . . ... , i .. 

= Bi.lls ■ 
A- 2 3 = Payment Authorization Form o 
I $ I - Checks to be signed 

... r It.- . ■. 

(10 VoL-mont DSW receives'llio and GEO ' ^'^^ 

money from SRS/HEW deposited ;ln State 
Treasury .for handling. 

E and D , = '\ EKperiment and Demonstration' 
VOCD - Office of Child Development ' ' 

VDSW a Dept. Of Social' Welfare ■ 

VDES ■■ = Dept. ,pf Employment ..Security . " 
VDVR = Qept. of .Vocational Reha'bilitation 

^^D/HEW . 'f Dept. of Health, Education and 

Welfare , , ■ , 

0 EO ■ v .. ~ 0 f f i'c e " of Ec n cm ic' ' 0 ppbr c u n i t y T " 
SR3^^. - .Social and, Rehabilitation Service 

FAP ' Fainily_ Assistance Piany ^""^ 

-'V.- r 
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May, 1972 
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. ■ APPENDIX A- 4 

' THE- -SYSTEM - ^ 

VERMONT MODEL FAP CHILD CARE SERVICE SYSTEM - F Y, 72 




SRS 



M 6 \ 



A G'E N CY^OF: HUMAN 



FAP, 

0/S 




DCO^ 

0/S 
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''t 
If 



0 
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' .V Close d 

* . FAP-relcitGd el.ements . be separated from 
— .■ "usual- nav-PAT-o"-?'- -• — ^ - - 



. n ■ - •■■ " ■ ■ ^ - ■ , . u 

(5) '^fow close did Vermont come to achieving ilEW-FAP- 
objectives? . ' ; * 



V.-'- 



-1r 



"u su al - Day' - Gar e " ? ■ 
(5) ' What will the '-study produce that Will, be. "useful''-? 

-^-.~.yow„:n)-ych_c^^ 

^ (.3) Rg operatiG,ns --how was' the, * systenr*" supposed " • 
oto ^ork' - and how idbes it? . " . 

(30 ■ What are, '!the opera tionaJl^P^CDt)lGm areas?, 
(.3) }) Why should the State provide ch^^^^^ 

j.^^^ Is^it a labor program or a .child, development! 
- ..... ^ ■ program? ^ . f ' 

" ■ ' ^ ■•■ ■ ^ ■ . ('■} 

• vali^d is the "plan" for operatloivg? o/ 

(3). Who makes 'the decision regarding categorial 
. ^\ o^pendi tares and who./;bntrols supply ''^and 'demand- for 
?:Grvices at . the loca^"' '• level'?.* - . 

— -»'^*<^^--^'*ir-y--Cvomjjoiii2nt -of; "^^^^ 



c 



AP^E^?DTX IB . . ' . / 

LKVEL EXPECTATIONS OF FAP . \ 
FEDERAL C'HIl.D CARE PRErTEST " ' 



• . APPENDIX B~l . <^ ■ ' 

ISSUES BY CATEGORY 

A. FAP CONCEPTS o ''. ' " ■ " 

CODES IS SUES :. , . 

(i). If and how Vermont foliowed-up FAP assumptions? ' ; ^^<s^^ 

'W ' rvHow are FAP prif^rities recognized or achieved-^ > . . , % ' 

^ ^' . • .... ^ . ; ■ ■ • V- \ 

^^.^ ^.s^ the; FAP "plan replicable'- oiesewhere? , . . X 

(5) What were the HEW objectives in f.unding the / 
' . Vermont preteiJt? ' • „ ' 



Can wo stato thi? as a -hvpo thesis and .test it. 



///;•?■ 



„.c>.-,:..^,.,,,|^. 



If 



(coniiiuicd) 



CODJ-S I.- 



(3)' 



(1) 



Can wo learn win- people arc. on welfare - und 
thcrciiorG doterjiiin.; wliat cire nocds , and eCfecLs 

Do Welfare' Departmenti i-oronL {js j:)unitive) the 
mandate .to oKovi '- M.-ld C/->; o Servi-r,5^ f'-.J" workir - 
mothorr>? ~ . - . .• ' . - 

"•llow-^'.^ie "tht plani.xng optJ uLions rtjlaied fap 
; p ^ ^*:\iininq and employment nc.ds? 

Vermr,n:t^.^i5 not^a goo.i j J^wr .io sti;dv, era: 
exp.-ctations of tha b !-; v pretest : " 

•Bv:: ^DAY CARE SERVICE DELIVEKY 



1", 



.1 r^suEvS 



- (1) 
' (I) 
(i;.- 
:-r(i}- 

■ (1) 

(1; 
(i) 

(3) 



^ licw -t-rf ective is 'the scrviao delivery? \ 

^Jo'^' has.:.chiO cl-- cvjrG' -been-cxp - ~ . .\L ^ 

vyhat new ncLivjhios have ; rosultad f;i;pin -l-C in-Verniont? 

r nvha t afc^ tlT^ aKx tudes"^and' W 

among, and between Vermont of f j.cials. and cons^um-ry? 

What .IS the potential for 4-C? .-, ; , ■ ^> c 

Is 4-C a viable concept^ " . _ ■ 

What is the rela.tioh^.of .the 4-c concept to the ChUd 
«. Development Council (CDC) concept/ 

How cdo people perceive 4-c in Vermont? 

Can,. we separate i^e£errals_and, j:hild care__f ar 1 Ij M_e-^ 

will they try to kc^ep centers f illed--:,rogardIess? 

What are the .eligibility criteria for parent y. and ' { 
children?';" ^ i: . 

v^- .is ::. the sys cein-^responsive? • y^_. .,t™-.V"^^^^^ 



I 



Is it possible to achieve., quality control? {Cun every- ' 
one "ever aj-ree" on indicators?) •' 
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V. "'" AP I-'ENDIX B- 1 ■ . (continued) 

CODES ISSUES ' r ' ' ' ; :^ . , ^ 

■ (3) Who are the bay Care Operators? How dc;.l R\' function? 
How hired? Recruited? Trained? SupervIyCl'd? 

(4) If we want innovation and creativity, can a ii:.. ijle 
"'"model" do? ■ ^ " , 'Y.,, " -V^- 

(1) What is Vermont '.s potential in Child Care delivery? 

C. ALTEKNATIVE-MODELS . ' ' 
CODES ISSUES 

(1) , What are th*e referral processes and ' decisions related 

., to types of care? o " ' ~ ' \ 

' (2) 1':^ there day care for school- age children Un s<^hools? 

(2) Has home care been upgraded and available?.. ' 

( 3, ) ... ■ , ...Wha t' kinds of ^ child ^ca re f or; jA'ha^t. . kinds /.pf^.^ch i Id ren ?_ 

(4) ...^ What are the most, convenient day care typ.e.s and 
-1 • locations? * o o . , . 



, (4) ^ Cani we prepare a "laundry bag of tailor-made services' 

. ,i . ' r ' so parents will seek out . optional ^services to meet ' 

" v.^- ' • needs or wants?^ A'' . ■ ' ^ o a . 

' [A) 'Did Vermont SOEO "in fact" carry out its, contract and 

" ./'^ ..' , dt^velop a range" of ' services?- vHave they explored^- 

■ .■:./_..' ^ 1- 'a Iter natives, and experimented? ■ c. (y ■■■ 

'~ ' ,. ' ^ • ■ • ■ " " ■ tw ■•■ 

o ^. (3) What about'.handl'eapped adults? Are their children 

W'^ ^- eligible, too? What« about handicapped ' children? 



^' (3) Are children ' s \ne.eds taken into consideration? ;/ 

.^,p.p j^^^^ ch il'd^'care ?7" What' - ab'ou t":' ■ 

■ emergencies or temporary child care? ■• ^ 

. i\ (4) ^What a rje,. alter native forms of day care to meet needs 
...A^^ ,. oX working parents? , , . . 



- D-r"-"'^ORGANrZATIONAr' -RELATIONS ' . ~" - : o 

' codes,- , . ' ISSUES . I 

(1) > Whatois the nature; of various agcnQies and their input 

to the proqram? • 

\ .... 




APPENDIX B- 1 (continued) 

CODES ISSUES , 



(2);, Have' triey "ignored" Federal rGqions-? 
(Title IV-A,^ FAP. ), 

(2) What is the working relationship with DOL and VR? 

(1) What is^the attitude of general purpose government 
toward tiiis prertest? 

(3) Who gets what reports and how do they use thenv? 

-(■3), Is the Labor Department going ,to "buy" services 
Day Care and other? How- will this wojtrk? What 
about the non-employable poor, since these are 
HEW responsibility? ,'" , . 

^''^f^,^^^^^/^^^^tiori^^hllH.^bete 
Rehabilitation and Dhy Care 'needs? ■ -.0 

(-3) ■ — Wha t yr^^^^^^ people ' to work ' 

V together? - Specifically,: providers'^pf services^ 

^ What are the incentives, or, disincent^ives to 
" coordination? ; - - - r , 

(3)' . What are the various ^types and levels of. integration 
— ■ ■■ -in; ■ ... ... ■ ^ K> 

~ a.) planning? i> . 

1). ) funding? , , ' , , 

; o c.) compreliensive service centers? 

- , , \ (assuming integrated services) 
And what are .the critical variables? ' ' * >' 

the regulations heXp-or-hurdin^ local planninb^^ 
and operation? 

(3) Will. the pre-test provide enough , information for 

the writing of Federal Guidelines' and regulations? ■ 



. - E MONEY- -^ « ^ ; 

CODES ISSUES ■ . ■■ ' ' |: 



(1) • How were the rate'^ schedules, paj^ejots for. care at- -O. ■ - ^--^ •- ~ ■ - 

each site, ^.developed and vapplied?- How tested:?^ /A - .... ; 

How working? • , " /.' ' ' q 

(1) ,„ ;What has , been the cost to Vermont for' day care? // 
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CODES 'ISSUES 



APPENDI.X B-1 



(contrqued) 



.(2). . Can W€i get a description and evaluation of the-cost 
ot care? * . • 

(3) Is someone developing cost t3et\i regarding the • 

relative eff iciency/ef f ectivehVss of categorical ' = 
vs integrated- services? .(Number, of people, per 
-caprtaicosts, consumer/provider sat^isf action, etc, ) ' 

Is. Vermont \isihg $1600^ - as ja maximum figure? ' 



(4) 
(2) 



How have, fee' schedules been' Handled? 



(2) Is'someone developing a defecrifytion anc^ evaluation 
at fee schedules? h ' 

(3) What are the c^t-benef it/ and -cost ef f-ctiy>eness 
ratios for child care? 



C0f4MUyiTY INVOLVEMENT 



CODES ISSUES ' ' - . . 

— — ' '■ 

(2) , What^^s tile type ^nd. extent :of community/input 
y through 4-c? v , ^ 

M)<< Wh^t the State's community orgrxnization process? 

/v;..-.Mr), ■ How-real is the 'ponsumer involvement and hqw does it 
. r. .\y0^rK? . . • ' ' ■ 

(3) Did the parents*wknt Day Care? And wha't is th\^ir 
. . ongoing involveir.t^ntr Do they'"turn over" <-herr 

children .or what? . ' 

y . (2) What were the. roles and functions of local* groups? 
■. • , " ; ■ . ' ^ ^ . . " ' 

G. MISCELLANEOUS *, ' ^ , ' "'^ . . . 

CODES ISSUES ■ , ^ . 

(1) ■ How does Vermont develop. priorities? 
I * (1) What are the overaJ^ ppblems . in ■ Vermont? 



"tBT*" From the baseline data, has the family structure ' 

been influenced by this program?^ What about Grandma? 



■ ^ rr: 



■■ \ ■ 



ERIC 



■ ' . • |, (cfontinued^ 

COPES ISSUES , . . ^ , ■ . 

; . .' \ . 

(3) since- there is no more mini, urn age for 

rehabilitation progranfs, a family can have more 
^ assents and not 'necessarily be on welfare, ■ • 

'Will* the Vermo;nt experiment tell us much ■ aboi»t 
/ such things? 

" ■■ - ■ ■ . 

(3) I Will we get effectiveness data on early childhood 
developJnent? '■ ' 



. [TIME 



COPES ISSUES -• , , • 

.jl)^i How were re iSources. ''developed and- used in a short 
.■ . ' . timq ' . . • • 

(4)- Is it possible to provide individualized service 
and still do lo<sig- range planning? , . 

y • . ' ^ / • ■ . ■ . 

(4) How does chird care yet delivered for OFP "in time"? 
What is the imporl^aijce of rapid response? 

■ i ■ ^ /V / 

I, 'resources- . ' . ' * - ■ ' 

copes issues ■■ ^ " . / . ■ • ■ . 

(2) ^ Can we get ^ descra,pti6n ■ and evaluation of resource 

development? 

(3) ./- At the State'end - how can resources be increased 

and used? , . ^ • • ■ • 

(3) At the Community end - ho|^were resour ces .^used by- 
local people? 



LICENSING 



COPES- ISSUES* 



(1) What is' the process an(i .what are' ■y^.e decision-making 
criteria for home* licensing? • 

■ i - ■ • ■■ . 

(2) . What about waivers for licenses?*' 



■ -J* ■ 

. V . ■ / ■ 379 " . 

■ ■ * a 
' • ■ " ■ ^ . . / 

• At^PENDIX. B-1 » 'Tcontinued) 

' . / . - - ^ ~" ■ . ■ 

What were alJ th'ejsteps in the licensing and 
certification of-^icilitie^?' ^ " 

■ .; : ' - y ■ ' ■• % • 

ANCILLARY SERVItKS . . " v . 

— — .-1^^ .... . . 

How^ eloBely sh'ould family services be tied to 
Dai^ Care? -Has this -been considered?-. How? Shpu 
.referral ser\7ic.e^ be all-inclusive?. 

What medi'cciJ treatment is p'foviidod and how? ' And 
■ h(sw financed? . . . ° 
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.FEDERAL. LEVEL JiXPEfCTATIONS OF FAP 

CHILD Care pr'e-test. 
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'Appendix D-3 * . ^ f . • " 

. * ' DQCDmbor;/l971. 

■ ■ "■ ■ I ; " '** 

CAntT/TKER 'APPnAIGAL CRITEnrA ' ' ' : ' '■ 



The carctakci* muGt be legally exempt from, Stato of-V Uermnnt Liccn- 
Giing RcgulationG; i.Q», n h-n (h:0 does not care for children from . 
. woro thnn tuo families other "thnn her oi-jn ; ' '. ^ ~ 

The carotaker must •□rovidQ evidertce that aha is^healthy.; .i.e», a 
p^yaicion'G. statement; -A tuberculin test ohould be given, and 
^-C 'a-iSight. arrang'e uith the Health Deoartment for the 'test.- . 

■ • » , ' 

.The coratakar must prov.ido three character and experience refer- 
cncGs which. uill be ph.oLS^'d" by 'th(? ft-C-, DSIJ; i*Q,, Guggcationa , ^ 
one at leaot ahould bo from parantQ> whose chlldrerff hnve been cared", 
./or by. the carotukar,' clorgymnn, stic'ial' uorkar , bjher employer, otc. 

The caretekar muat have a phone in her homo, or access to a phoga 
on the ■snmB floor in the bi/ilding in uhich she 'lives. 

The caretaker must- knoi^ hou to rfecich, pnrents.in case nf children's 
illness or emarfjencies "und have general instructions from them as to 
uhat- to do in an emergEncy. It seems safer f/om a linbility point 
-ef view fo]?-^he caretriker *to urite the instructions given and hava 
parents authorize them to act in emergencies by signing the paper* 
lila could provide Baaistance by. making a^form availabla for. this 
purpose. ' ^ 0 . ■ , ■ ^ ' I* 

The caretaker must have basic first aid supplies and 'a poated sheet 
of. basic safety instructions. J'liie - i^-C and OCD - could provide.) 

The caretaker should have access to' a vehicle and drivar. for medi- 
cal or other " emsrgenciee . ' . 

If the hpating source for the house or apartment ia one easily 
accBsaible by tha childran (exposed oil heater,- exposed racfiotorS) 
th^ caretaker must specify fo'zv the approving agency at the .'% im e uf — 
the home' visit, hou sha intenda tli protect the children. -ii-Co 
might make, fire extinguishars and instructions ^or thair use ayail- 
ab'le "to each caretaker. ' * ' * ' . 

The home muet Irave running water .and toilet f acilitiea. ! • 

The caretaker muat hava accesa to facilitiaa for prepefring hot meals 
for tha c;hildren. , * . * 

The -carotokor rr.jqt keep basic rocordo^'on . the children for billing 
purfDosBSi (The agency uill provide indtructiono, attandanca .ahenta 
and billing forma.) > ' - ■ \ 

The caratskor must" ahcduraga outdoor p.lay. If a fancad-in area is 
'not available^ sha uill not laava the cfiildrana^nguporviaad at any 



'♦-C/s muat nagotiata a .central liability, inaurancs fJolicy for child- 
ran uith caratakera. - ■ • ^ ^ 



OffiCQ □"f Child Devl '.opmont 
Day Cnro' OpcrationG Unit 
/♦3 StatD StTGGt 
■ _ "Kontpelier, WBrmon't 



SUSjlCT; Caretaker Appraieql Criteria ■ " 

1. ^ ThG folloujing Caretaker ' Approval Syatom has boon doairjciDd 

tb.prDrnote EffECtive. utilization, of tho' CarEtaker Appr^ai- . 
sal CritEria and craate an ordarly and affectiVE prbcEtlura* 

. * : ■ f • 

2. The pG rsdnnEl policy cpegka* to the dEtErminatiori of yho is 
• yfespongiblB for what "and t'ha ultim'atE rEsponaibility to 

tho af fins lof Child Oev/aiopmEnt. ■ ' ' " . 

3. The materials and oqLJipmont raquirEd fcr ClarBtakar 
■A|tfprpvBij3i-fe listed basic and- minimal. ' / 

• . ■ ■ . o '■ ■ ^ _ ; / .. ■ ■ ' 

■ ThE pi"ot?cdtj'i'.uii iiiLlxcat^s to the , area if-C.the manrfQr ' in ujnicn 
• .; the .Qras.3 interest regarding Caretaker Approval , is .handled 
• :and uith all the subsequent approval information and docu--: 
^ jments* ■ * ^ 

^« Tjhg ' policy articulates" the .philosophy ,'^purposjrS , and hoped- 
.jfor^f^goaU which yi-U result from the 'kiorking* f the system-' 



'SYSTEM 



Pcrnnnncl 



„ The ProAcct Plbnnifig Director nDT comGDrJiQ af similar GXKcutivB 
' authority sholl be ^:pnGidBrDd tjho pGrsofi im^ churQG of tha Care- 
talker Approval 5y3»tcm. He Gha.ll b*e rasponiiblc for .tho-.spacG, 
materialG, cqyiprncnt, and other administrrfilivB pccGgsitiDS, 



• Hg may uiphin enabling circuinstancD^ .d(;lGgat(^the actual uurk 
snd field' assignments for approving Ca^^^taUQ■^a ^othGra. vhe 
ru}lat'iDnGhip_ rt^sultinc} Mi'il be. that' he— nr~irttG"*"^Jjft]Gryissi^f the' 



onG'.' quantity., \qualit.y; impartiali *;y , accjjracy, and GCfOitable and 

it ..... 



^rcfmpt services, XD every, aspect of CarEtaker Approval, 



,^He shall be ■ u^Ltimatsly . rGsp;3nsitilG _f oi;. the ■documents ' produccd, 
through th'e. Cat'et^kGr'' Approving SyGtem us.jtp the-ir safety 'and 
availabi'lity . ^He- \:hall^hB- responsible- toyche QffiCe of Child, Dev- 
clopmtrnt for uhatevor reports or inftJ^mation is requested^ of/^him' 
■regarding Caretaker\ Approvals '. f.:* . 

/ ■■•*■ \ ^ ■ . ' ■\ ■ ' ' ; ■ 

The field' person^^el Ghould bn choGen tiy him, in reypect ta ttiej. 
abilities to be, faithful to the dis^liarge of^ their dpties*uith c-3*n- 
siderable resfDEcf'to their, ability to be i'rppartialf to i^ecord , 
accurately, and. Rave a sense 0/ the. responsibility and- ufdrth of 
their -affect in providlrif] ch3,iLdren; ui.th proper .se'rvicesv <» 

. Field personnel- anould .be rcquirud' t-o-'^iave reaponatrle cnnv.ei^ 
satiohBl" skills "and intarvieuihg ability." TheV .shaii).d b.e able to 
cleariy" and^concisGiy document and >i2cord lib antitipatioK of tHei^t* 
records review, . in.frirma1;ional Lontants, and. evici^ncB of raasapsV 
for ;thSi final .apprpval'dsVisi'on. - . * 

Ma tafia Is' anqj Equipnignt 

At a miximum the materials -^should include: 

1. Index for the recDrning of the names, addresses,' ^nd .. 
other pertinent information of-ali persop'T uho' inquire [ 
□r are contacted; aboijt Caretaker gApprova-.. 

'Zm An index of all persons, namoL, addras^es, and. other 
^ porUirrcnt forms uhrf hqvo madi2 formal, application for 

approval. . . \ .. , •■ ■ " • . 

" ' . ^-'^^ ^ '. 4^' "■ A- ■ * '. . ' ■ ■ ' ' ' 

3*' An incfex of names, addr^esses, and ^all pertinent infer- • ' 
mation of- a.li.;persons uino are approved./ 

: A Caretaker application f 0|rm is' required apd shall-, be standard 
uithin each ^-C- jurisdiction, so \that ita .^r*ecQipt *uill be quick'ly 
and. easily .identifiable for uhat\it .ia» thus aasuring^tha' irost 
p'r'ompt .and delibarate attention.. 
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APPENDIX E-1 



VERMONT State oeo day care'unjt 



REGIONAL 




7 



(TOPY) 



COMMITTEE 
ADMINI5TRATIVE\GRANT PROCEDURE 



A, "-^ Purpose : 'J'he purjSoso of ; a. ijegional administration grant 
iS' to -assure effective- coordination "and management, of a 
program<^of community coordinatedychild care program --planning 
within a given region; in^most caseS/ within a county arqa,/. 
fThe funding of at least part of l\he administrative duties at 
the regional' 4-r level'.utilizing...' dppvoximately, $10/000 in 
e^ch. region would serve . to: ■ * 



I ■^ 



1. ejihance the implementation of adminii'stYdtive' 
standards . ' ^ ■ ' - \ 

■■ . ■■■ \ ■ ■,. . 

"2. demonstrate the ability of a regiOnaJL 4-C 
• jmmittee t*c plan and dev^op local .'child 
v. . dare'' program-.; under': FAPr and Title IV A 

. regulations regarding eligibility ^ payment 

\^ of services and fee. schedules, ' ' » 

- . Administration of the program- will insure 
' N;that technical^ ^assistance and resources will 
V X-v^^""^^^ '"'^^^ made, available to local ^ 

chiUd care service providers. ^They will 
insurextl^at public and private agencies 
are awar"e-^and utilize a systematic referral 

'.jsysiiem--^^ i^ighed/-tor^^ and certify 

. eligibl;? childjf env-^ounsel faftnilies regarding 
■» ■ child care.' po.^ib.i litiesy^ place children and 
V ./If evaluate t^fie placement of ~~ali-^hildren . 




. Identify / educate $nd enroll .parent 
care programs. 



5:-< Coordinate; with child care, operators , ■ States 

^ offices, and o'lrgani^^ations to insure, the ■ 
■ successful development of services to meet 
child care needs in the area. 




6, OveKseTr'-£rTTd^T2t)\)idinaLu-Tthe'-disbur serpent of 
funds to promote <' operating efficiency. 



\ 



1 



/ 
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• * ^ • 

7. - ^increase the effectiveness of 4-C at: the- o 
i local level, . * 

Definition of Grantee ; The grant:Ge is the* Regional ' ' 
ComiTiunity Coordinated Child Care Comrnitbee In those 

areas where a regional 4-C Committee is incorpS^'tecl ,and ' ' ' 

presently ninder servi^.e contract with the State^f ice of 
Economic Opportunity,' .The gi.-ant peri'od would be for one year 
based. on the assumption taat the federal funds would be • -< 

available for tli^ period ^f time. However, in the event -that 
federal funds wereXnot forthcoming , the grant would be 
cancelled on a thii^y day notice. " . . . 

C, Apj,d^ication Procedure ; The request- for a re'gional 
administration grant must be prepared ' and submitted by the 
Regional 4-C Committee to the State Office of Economic 
• Opportunity for approval. -The grant request for funding should 
include the following:, ^ . 

\ 1,. .A work program detailing the Qbjectlves and. 
^ - / planned activities of the administrative 

'staff. The request' should be consistent 

with the regional "4-C development plans and - . ' . • 

. priorit'ies and should" afford a sound basis *" 
for funding/, ' ' , ' ■ 

' ■ I ' \^ ■ . 

2, A copy of ythe work program budget together — ^ &■ 
with job. sp(2cif ications for positions to be ^W^^ ^ 
funded. /{A draft budget and job specif ication 
is attach/ed) » ■ * • 

. 3. ;rhe request should-oC^te the projected date. of ^ 

operations and shouldN^ "received by the Day r v^' • 

Care Operations Unit inXstate ■ CEO at least 
■ thirty days prior to the\starting da'te. . 

D, 'Approval and Administretion of iGbrant ; . Upon receipt' ' ' 

of the. funding request^ it will be rjaviewed by the State ' 

Office of. Economic Opportunity. ' Aft/er apprSoval; a cgntract 

is negotiated between the State OEO'office .^d the Regional . 

4-C Committee which, stipulates : ' . / v . . 

^ * " J \ 

1. The period of the contract and ther date when 
operations w'iJLl commence, , * 

2. The A^.egional Conun^ittefe will demonstrate their *■ 
• ability to- plan and develop . local child cg^re 

^programs under FAP and Title IV^A guidelines! 
r'' ' regarding eligibility, paym.ent for' services 

■and fee" schedules* ' » 
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3^ The. Regional- 4-C wil.\ establ^ish an "ad^e.gua^e^ 
^''accounting system approved )oy St'a-t£r"OEO with 
adequate 'jgjern"'a~l"^^ to 'safeguard assets^ 

check the accuracy^ and reliability of accpunt- 
ing data an^d, promote- efficiency -of operations. 

4, In addition, an annual independent audit, of" 
the fiscal records will be required. i 

5, ' ; A schedule of payments ta be made to the 

Committee.. . ^ y 

6, The coTitract may be terminated if Federal _ 
funds were not forthcoming for the full period 

A .S of ^he contract, failur^e tc^ fulfill 'the 
f t \ obligations of the contract in a timely and 

proper manner; or ineffective or improper 
■ * use ^of the funds provided. 

The copies' of the contract will be distributed to "the 
fo'llowing: ... . t» l- 

:ed \^ 

The State Office of Ecoi:omic Oppor!^unity . 
Department. 

The Program Developer in the respective . areas . 
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Appendix E -2 



Vermont 4-0 CoHimittees 



Bennington 4-C 



Mrs-. Claire O'Lear.y, Pr'esi<5ent of 
•.the. Board, Bennington, Vermont 



'Central. Vermont 4-C / 



Joseph McCarthy, Planning Project 
Director, .''ontpelier, 'Vermont 



Champlain Vallcy^^-C - 



Lamol lie County 4 



Northeast Ki,ngdom 4-C 



Rutland 4-C 



'Windham 4-C 



Pat. Jewett, Child Care Sprvices ' . 
Coordinator and Coordinator 'for 
4-C and '.Head Start Director; 

^Burlington, Vermont 

■•. ■ ■ 

. ■ ; . ,• ''c • 

■KtJtie_ Nay lor, 4-C Chairwoman, ' 
Rdbert Dwyer, Project/ Directbr^ . 
Reed Cherington, Chi^p Care 
Program Adniin^istratoii, ' -r*- 

l^orrisvi lie , Vermont j 

. . ■ :/ ' . 

Paulett itertrick. Project Planning - . 
-Dir&ctoi;;; Marta>K4aren , Child 
.Caire. Cobrdinator 
Newport, Vermont 'J' 

I . -■...-■./ , 

Betty Ferraro, Proiject Director 
Rutland , Vermont^/ • ■ 

Deborah R.avenna Chairwoman' of* t^he 
Board,' Jeff Griffith, 4-C . , 
Administrator; Brattleboro, /Vermont 



Windsor 4-C 

. ■ -1 

...^( — ' 

State 4-C Committee 



Virginia Lancaster, Cha^i rworfian o-f • ' . 
the .Board',.. Nancy Brieriy *, 4-C 
Administrator, Woodstock", Vermont 



Dahiel Holland, Chairm'an-, 
Montpelier, Vermont 



LICD 

April,; 1972. 
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^ Appendix F' ' ; 

■ 'j 
. , . . Sample #Da-y Care Sites 

• . " . " i ' ' , - ' . " ' - . • . 
Name ' ; ' " * City 

ABC Day. Care • .. ' Barre , Vermont 

. i. - Arlington Child- ^ .■ Arlington, Vermont 

Day Care Center, ^ - ' 

Inc . , ' ' — ■ ' • • ' ^ ^ 

3. Allen's Day care ' Horrisville , Vermont 

•'■ 4." Barrow's Satellite ■ Rutland, ' Vermont 

Home. / . - 

*' *• * 

. . -5. .. .pennington. Child ' Bennington, Vermont 

Day Care, .Inc. " . T * ' * . 

\. 6. - BVnoure, ^-Wanita- * peorgia Vermont' / 

7. Bessette, Evelyn E. ' ' Montpelier, Vermont 

* .8. Bradford Day«Care ' Bradford ,- Vermont ^ 

Center , * 

9; Brattleboro Child Brattleborp, Vermont 

Development , Inc . - 
. . ■ • ■ ■ ' 

10. -.Blow, Sarah M. ^ Winooski , Vermont 

li: ^Bristol Day Care' . x ' Bristol , " Vermont " 

G^ter ■ ■ y . ^ 

.. 12. . B-ROC iHeadstaijt- ■ / . ' ■ Shaftsbury Vermont 
Day Care Center • , 

- 13. Brown's Day Care Lynd^nyille , Vermont 

. ^ 14. Burlington High .. Burl'ington, Vermont 

School Child Development 

Center . • ' . ^ ^ . - *' ' . 



i ^ " 'cardinal, Verna j' . Morrisviile Vermont. 

. 16.^ .e:hild Development " Ma|ichester Depot ,^ 

Cenfer, Inc. Vermont 

17. Cold-River School Rutland , Vermont 

• .r . , I'S. \BS Mountain ' Newport Center, 

. .* ■ ; Kindersc^iool \. Vermont 

' 19; . David, Mrs. Gej^ald . • Northfield Fal,l, 
* ' ■ ■ . . * Vermoot ^ ' . 

' ' ■ ^ . .... ,■■ 



1 : 



Name 

20. 'The Day Care 
Center 

21 J Edna's Chagr.on 
/ Day Care 

■ Fisher, Mrs. Stott 

/2 3. (Sraham, Pat 
■/.•.. . ^ . • * ' 
./ 24:} Guildhall Day 



■Ir ,C*are^ Center 

*25. ifappy Day Child 
Care Ce^nter 



26. 



^liolden ^ a Day.. Care 
Home ^' "' * 



27, Hunter, 0 Nora 



28. 

: 29. 

30. 
31. 



Island Pon'd D^ 
Care Center" 

Jack & Jiil Day 
Care Center 

Lay , ■ Susan M. 

Little f Rascals 
Day' Care 
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4. 



321 Lyndon State College 
■ ' Day Care Center 

33. Maple Tree Row 
Pre-School 

34.. Morse, Ila . 

35, New,; Betty A. 

36. N(pargian, Wendy 
37., Ostrowski, Suzanne 

38. Parker,' Mrs. Mary 

39 . Pat:'ch r~Grcfdy ' s- • 

40. ' Randolph Day Cafe 

Center " 



City ' . * 

Norwich,. Vermont ' j-^ ., • ^. 

St^ Albans, Vermoih: - 

Vernon , Vermont 
Springfield , Vermont ' 



Guildhall, Verlnont ■ 



Waterbury Center, 
Vermont * i • 



Castle thn-u ^rmon t ■ \- 

' . ' * .J ■ 
Sp f i n g if: i eld , ^.Ve rmbn t 

Island Pond, VezTOont* 

.Bellows /Fal^s , Vermont 

Wilmington , 'yermont 
Burlington , Vermont 

X ■ 

Lyndon, Vermont " 
.East Dorse ,: Vermont 



Morrisvil^e , Vermont 



"Brandon, Vermont 
Moscow, Vermont 
B^llpws Falls, Vermont 
^Rutland, Ve'rittbnt 
Hyde Park, Vermont 
Randolph, Vermont 
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41 . (Robi t a i 1 ie , Lou i s e 

■ / ■ • ■ ■ . 

. ^432.^ / Sbuthcrest Play 
u''''*"' j School 

■ • / " 

43.-/ Springfield Family 
i Development Center 

44^. ■ St-'/Tohnsbury Day 
Care Center. . 

45, Strong, Mrs. ■ Susan 

46, .^ugar Maple -Day 
Care. Center ■ 

47, " Thompson; Day Care 

. ^ Vtepnont Home Ca.re 
* Enrichment Center 

'A'9V Williams, LiJ.llan 

50, Windisor Family ' 

Development Cen.ter 



City 

Newport, Vermont 
Burlington, Vermont 

Springfield/ Vennont ' 

St, Johnsbury, Vermont 

Brattleboro , Vermont-^ 
■Rutland, Vermont 

Hardwick, 'Vermont 

^Fort Ethan Allen,' 
Vermont 

Wo.lcott, Vermont 
\^i*ndsor , Vermont 




r 



/ . 




'f'^ c J^'''''i!^':''''-j./.r'.:::^*A'"'45^^c 
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Appe nd i y.- M- 4 . Poop I e Ch a r ac r i s t i cs^ 
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STATE' ^ 
o 

4-C (did not have breakdown of # years live.:? in Vermont 
DIRECrOHS . . 

GOV^RNIMG BOARD ' ^- ' 



STAFF 



'M PARE^ITS OF DAY CARE ENROLLEES 



c 



SEX^£)F DAY CARE EMPLOYEES 
% ' MALE • . ' FEMALE 
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NUMBER OF YEARS LIVED "IN' VERMONT 



ALL OF LIFE FIVE t YEARS* ONE-FIVE YEARS LESS THAN YEAR 




'EDUCATION 



High School 



Eiess than 2 
years college 



2+ . years;/ 
no degree 



BA/BS ■ MA/MS PhD 
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Appendix N 
4-C Written Comrrtunications 



The- followina is a consolidated list of materials issued 
by the 4-Cs and the agencies which received. them; ^ 



MATERIALS 



Memoranda 

Director's Activity Report 
Financial Reports . . 

Statistical Reports-MIS 
, (OCD 101,102,103) 
Reports re: Policy, Struc- 

ture^. Staff, Problem 

Areas, Statistics 
. Quar-terly Reports 
Minutes of Meetings 
Reports' on all 4-C . 

Activities 
Federal Tax Report " 



ISSUED TO: 



.Ex<=jcutive Board 
Eveyiuation Coimnittee 
Policy Committ-ee arvd/oi^ Board or- ' 

general Public. 
SOCD * ^. ; J 



SOCD, Centers Universities 



General Membership 
Boar^ Members 
SOCD ' . ■■ 

Federal Government 



The ,followinq is a list 
and issuing ^agencies : 



of materials received by the 4-Cs 



MATERIALS 



RECEIVED -FROM: 



Regulations [ 

Legislative Newsletter , ^ 
Memor a nd a ' ^ " 
Reports 

Policy & Procedural 

Guidelines 
Repprts 

Notices^ of Conferences' . 
R^orts . ■ 

Reports re: complaints ■ 
'/and problem situa- 
7 tions ' 
iReports re: ^-C meetings 

arid minuteiip 
■Reports re: Changes or 
ideas • 



SOCD : . ■ ■ 

State'^.T.C 'Legislative Committee . 
•Si'tes ' ' 
SOCD* ' •*, . ■ . : I 

SOCD : ■ * 

Coffj^unity , .; ' . , ■ 

Bostion Region-HEW 

Child Development Council 

From all parties ■ involved in crisis* 
situations I'br expert ' s I observa- 
tions, of situations. '; ■ 

Other 4-Cs, especially Rutland 

Day Care Centers \ * . 



LICD 

April, 1972 
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- (COPY) 



DATA COLLECTION -^FOR tAh OFFICE QF CHILD DEVELQPMF.NT (VERMON T) 

Ali'data ccl3,ected Will .be filod~-in the Office bf Child ^ 
Developnent and. will be disseminated at regular intervals to all ' 
4-C regional offices. It will be thp responsibility of the 
regional 4~C offices to provide bn-going data . relative to thje 
status of facilities under their jurisdiction. It will be the 
responsibility of the. central staff of the Office of Child Develop- 
ment to provide a Synthesis of the.da,ta coJlected for use by all " 
the*4-C offices as'well as the Director of Child Development and 
state and federal agencies. - 

Form OCP-101 . . v ■ ■ " 



Purpose : 



Reporting : 



To provide for the 'Office of Child Development an 
on-qoing chart of the oper.ating status ''of all 
contracted facilities. , ' ' 

6tate : This form will be complet5l3d in detail by 

■tke-,^£iiQjgraia-X)e ve lope r-s--onl-y-du-g4^9— t4^€"4Hf\i-te-ial— 

reportage period" (January 4-14) 



Regio'nal : >Changes and/or additions and/or deletions 
will be reported by the regional 4-C' offices to the 
Office of Child -Development asVthey occur (see the 
attached forms for a sample of this form during the 
on 'going period) . ; . 



Form CCD- 10 2: 



•f 



Purpose : ' vTo provide a" general profile of the client (chilr'' 
population from. the viewpoint of age, sponsorship, 
reours of care in* a given faci].ity, ,in order that 
\ / planning programs can be developed so that they will 

qe^relevant to the client and so thst a ■ true pic- 
*y ■ ture of funding patterns. can- be seen . 



Reportage : 



■■i- Regional Prepared monthly (from billing itejns) 
" by the regional 4-C offices and submitted to the 
Office of Child- Development . 

State : Prepared .monthly from regional. forms by 
the central staff and submitted to the Director 
of Child Development. ' ■ . 



(NOTE: ^ For non-subsidized clients, the facility 
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■should be requested bo provide the information 
r'^quired. The ee carti system, descried later, 
could be utilized.) 



For m OCD-10 3: To provide a true picture of the flow of clients 
' through the system?- to' document reasons for break- , 

down of the Esystemf and to presejit .the initial 

problem list. 

Koportage -: , • • , . 

■• Regional: Prepared bi-monthly with a. summary . , 

sheet (the same form is used), submitted monthly, 
to'.the Office of Child Development . ^ 

Stattj:. Prepared :'-onthly from -the regional form 
'submitted to the Director with all supportive 
data including those forms pre^art^d by regional 
• 4-Cwith comments on the operational problems - 
noted at the regional levdl, and_ other problems ■ 
as.no.ted by the- central staff. 

Q oal of the Day Care Operations Division of the Of f ice of Child 
. novolopmen t. : • ^ . ., 

--TD-Tr5lrijM-T^--and--ma-i-n-t^^^^ 
with the standards established ' at state and fi^deral levels, in 
support of manpower training programs and work effort oj low in- 
come families in the Statfe of Vermont., ^A;"' , 



Role Definitions ; . ' 'v ' • ' 

Program Developers : . 

1. The synthesis of/^lans for the allocation^of child^care 
funds by region-considering statewide application and effects of 
such regional allocations. Recommendations , to' be prepared from , 
data collected through an" on-going description of the needs and ^ 
assessment of the administrative capabilities of the region. In • 
line with thac, the establishment of 'performance criteria for the 
'regional 4-C Agency, i.e., development of resources in conjunction 
with the demands from training* progrjims , DSW and the working . 
coiniTiunity? the maintenance of the. funds disbursement matrix? _ 
monitoring of tji'e reportage system^ and- documentation of the proP 
' lem list. 



2\. ProvideVmanagement "training under a program es.tablished 
the Trainin.g Staff. . ; " 



by 



Train inq Specialists S 

^ ■ '/ 

.1, To provide technical, professaonal training programs for field 
staf£., statewide and through part/icipant an.d. selfrev-iluation tech- 
niques assess those programs' as to relevant content and -quality of 
presentation. These programs will include staff development pro- 
jcjcts, professional' problem seminars and the makjLng available of 
literature relevant to the' fielfQ, Programs along, other lines will ■ 
be established,,-' . ^ ' ' • ' 

- • ' - . ^ ■ • / ' "' " ■ 

2, Provide input to business/ manager and program developers of 

"needs for management or administrative training and to establish 
a program of business managem<^nt seminars for 4-C . personnel which 

•would be' led by the Program pevelopers, 

^B us.iness Manager .and Bpokkeeper : ' . ' v 

1,. Support of the regional 4-C office in the continuance of . • 
documentation of fiscal matters including fee payment and eli- 
gibility. This would primarily be done through evaluation of 
material on the 000-102 and 103 and, through periodic quarterly 
audits. //■ . ' . v 

2. .• Supervision of regional administration and facility audits 
and maintenance of a st:andard cost analysis system for the state. 



. . • - • • *- 413 , 

' Appendix P ' ' /■ 

roio n r t f row V'o rmoh t orp , Ap i: 1 1 , 19 72 

K.I.D.C.R. PrccraiT. Quality Aaaorsomunt 

' } ^ f I'o n- Vc^ rmoi^ t PC D , • A p r i- ] -4^ 7 2 

V...! Vtvyr.orit, Oi'i'lco oT Child Dovolo) r.ont cubnit/s the followln,'^ report 
:,.-.:]t'.! or. triC cyitoria ' ec tabliohod Tor the; prof-ran quality o^rscsiir.ont da tod 
J.. iiy 1)1, V/12 and the anrcc.T.cnt to thcv critoria between Kr. Sam Oranato, 
if'j'.y Krone, Dr. Joan Babbott, and Kileen Sicdman, 

* ■ *• & 

7r.o ro3ult3 and infomation p;;itU<.'red by the instnir.ent Trcn the ■ 
or.-Jiiio field ir.pler.ontat.ion of the inotrur.ent mist be viewed vith 
certain reaoonablo and le;;itiruito restraints. . .\ 

' i, ■ / 

■ Chifrf of tho circunj^tanceii surrounding, the inatnimont in that it 
wA:; dovulopcd in the Vcnr.ont Office of Child Dovo] bpmont-with very little 
i^r.T.cJiato out^id^i consultation. . Training in tho in.-itrumcnt's use in i.to . ; 
ini'v^nr^-itipn gAthfiriris functions -h^dl^ to be incorporated into an already 
heavily incur.bered work achodules ^ tho Vonr.ont 0. CD. Staff. 

' Tho rcjults. of tho scorln,': of tlie instiTument are clearly related . • 
1.0 the rules laid dovn in tho. criteri^i of Januaiy ih, 1972 and aro most 
.uovore.: A lltcfral interpretation o.*> the. rulo for^scoring is a simple 

fail forTT/vila which equals- the IGp^ or 0^ dcinands of the criteria. , 
This r.ear^j that f ailurei?. ■co\iM_jxn4v,c)ji^:..ac/iXGC,'^.a^ 'as' wcl!3: as . . ^ 

-O^o«-cc?r:p-liancii^^ scores less than 100;^ havo been- noted as' 

'failiri^. " 

■ This sevGre testing and rtcoring criteria multiplies and ej^aqgorates . 
tho Gi{;raf Icapce of any reasonable' human error sifch as unresolved ■ 
controvorsy and interpretation of -the rules, the intent of the in.Ttrumekits 
queationa ana tho evidence code,' to unusual consequences. It leaves 
no ronn for a Usual or reasonable instance of error. One instance of 

error in one section 'of the entire inatruneht is enough to fail the whole. , 

• ■ • • • .■ 1 , 

•Evory ^off ort vithin tho* option of the Vermont O.C.D. Staff to'give' 
the Evaluation InatruifiCnt an honest implesientation was made and achieved. 

The* Inntru.'TiGnt contained thO" veiy sar.e woaJcnossea of lack of clarity 
and TOj^uonL-njos-.that the" I.D.C.Pl. Requirenents contained. Any "uncertainty 
in tho._..rejult^ which", rcnult fron the* failures of the F. I. D. O.K. .Requirements 
ahovild not bo peon as failM^on- of the instruinsnt or the Vermont. CCD. 
Stnft*. Attention is called to vaguo words such as "normiil"^ "apppop;'iato" 
and 'Wttn .> rof^ulation v)itch dooj nqt^dofino arvthing but n imply says "and 
othoi"'. . . _ / . , ^ . ■ . " 

Tlie Evaluation Inst'nmant is a cincle doc'a;nent ,that did not c peak 
to tho differences of maturation of the services- it tented. Boinc a 
sir.^;lo tei;t ins^rurr*Gnt it required the samo level of porformanco of 
oervicea hardly born. as it did .to those in early infancy, and in. Vormdnt 
no sorvlcQ is moro than threo years old. ~ " • 



1 



- •U'i - ■ ' t 

" " ' ■ \ ■■ . / 

7);o irjjtrur.ont then crtn only bu socti Ao :irj ir. iicat.ion ^iT tho jMMiro 
■ of t hii atrv. n;'. l ^L3 and vc. iV; nca j c s oi' t r, o d.i/ c r. r o I'a >: ^ 1 i M » ■ 1 */ o va \\\'\ i o M 
rather than an ultirvitoly precioo ai-ia doi'irj Ltivo prcci:iion ^.^r.'l, oxcijpt 
that i to toloranco In ocorinc way unufjuaHy critic:il. 

. » ./ . ■' o ' 

In Section. 1 of ^nc rcpv^rt you vi.ll rind the pSixple r^lationtihip 
o'f the nr.ri)or of. racllltioa thj^t pcissod ( r' f.M .ltnl t.'o tln^ fc^^ -ii 
■number »f: facilitio;^ evo J u.^ tod. . ' 

This section also hreny.:-^ down tho tr^iVals into fo-^.r 
definitions of day caru: o Oac i 1 1 tic'« o-.-ahuit-ct:|^. . . j 

■ For identification only and not to con;*u:jo the ro<i»?raI 'Int.orui;o.:.v/. 
Day Caro Requirements dof in Ltionr> , wo hav<a used two definitions, for »".iy * 
Caro Hones. One definition i;j ■ Aj^prbvi'd Hor»oo» wluch lundor o\:r l.-iw .-.iro 
not ,licor*sed and operated under an Approvzil Criteria ar.»l lAcenjod Day 
.Garo Homes. , ■ ' " 

Th6 other two definitiona are Group Day Care.Hornea and Day Caro • ■ 
Centers. , 

In Section' 2' of the report, the lr*:Jtaneo of failuro for p.:\rtLv.uIar 
oectioriU of the F. I*'D.C»R. Rcqui r^\..,nts are glv-.^n, Theao are tro!:on dowii 
into the. same four definitions cf 'l.iy caro f«acilitis3 moniioned rihcvoi 
In this section some reasons arc ,vn^:]e]Kc:d to why. faci.litier. .iro not . 
in compliance. , * „ • v 

:w' ■ ' ' ' " ' ■ 

In Section o 3 the iiso of the evidr.r^'o c^^lo ±3 shown. Tho nu;nbor of 
tijr.03 a particular code definition vas asod ahovs its niunorical sir;n.Lf icanc--. 
..This section ejipresses that numerical aip:nlficance as It reiatos te a . ^ 
percentage of a totdl. ■ . , '. ^. . 

- ' i;Tvto tables aro used. Table A- shows the -totals for the. entire Wxluation. 
Table B shows the Individual totals for each topical section of tho. evaluation 
exc6pt the Child-Adult Ratio Section'. 



SECTION' 1 



7ot.^l number of all day caro facilities evaluatod 5? 



B. Totals by (i<3finitiona of, day care facilities. 

1, Number of approved fanily day cara honiea 



h 1 T^ir^3 


■ cO 


\ Kail 







2. Number of licensed famly day care homes l8 


' Pacn 


o' 






Fail 


18 



ERIC 





3. Number of Group. Day Care Homeo 


• 3 


1 Par.n 


0 








Fall 


. 3 



li. ■ .Number of Day Care Centers- 



30 


Pao3| 


■ 1 




Faill 
-1 


29 



■••\ 



A:- 

^ \ ■ 



A. / 



^ Total 3Corc3 .for evaluation socticrJ;. 







A 


s 




•pl 


E3, 






R 




^ TOTAL ^ „ 


.-55- 






. 55. 


55 


' 55 








\k6 


> 


. 53.- 


2li 




'10 


26 


■ ^ _ '■ ■ *'» 


f AIL 




9 




2 


31 


20, 




27 


? ^ -4 





















3* ■ 



s 



Totals- "by deflnitioiia' of daycare racilitica. 

■ * ■ "■ . • V J 

. 1. Scores-^for evaluation seotions' ' 
Approved Fa.-aiXy Day' Care Ho.r.cs ■ ' ' 





-A . 


S 


.'S3 




E3 






R- 




'l; . 




1; 




li 




}, 




PASS • 




0 


1 ; 3, 


0 


■0 


0, 


0 


FAIL 


h ' 




3.! 


1 


■1, 


i 




~c — - 

. 1* =■ 



Scores for ev;2luation sections * 
Liconsed^Faiaily .Day Cafe Kohi05 



4.16 - 



1'. 



■ to 





;A , 


S 


■ SS 


PI 


ES' 


ER< 


HN' 


R ■ • . 






/ .'18 


18 


18 


^18 


■18-^ 


.' - ^ 


18- 


■18- ■ . ' ..- . . . 


* ■ , 




0 


16* 


l)i 


IV 








Xl;,; , • 


1 


.FAIL 


' 18 . 


2 • 


\ 


1 


16' 




3!^ i 


: 1 ^' 





3.-. Soviroa for evaluation sectioria' 
Group* Day Care Homes 



'-1- 



ERIC 



; - -.1 



SECTION 2 



TOTAL 



A S SS - PI ES ' -ER HN p 

'AL f:;'-<- u-^:: ^t.^l^ 



PASS 



FAH 



li. Scores for evaluation sections 
D^y^Care - -Contors' 

' a S 'sS pi ES ^ER HN; R 



TOTAL 


■30 ; 


30 


30 . 


30 


30 


n 


PA5S 


9 


28 


2li 




22 


..'22 ■ 


FAIL. 


21 


" 2 


6 


0 




1 

8 



8 20) 13 



/ 



Symbol Code 
A ° AdjTiinistratlon 
S - Staff . • , 
^ SS =» Social Sorvicea 
p!I?= Parent Involvement' 
ES «= Educational Services 
ER = Environmental Requirements 
HN - Health Nutrition ' . 

R - Ch.ad-Adult .Ratios 



. # 

"v 
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TJ.'. of lailuro v;:tnir. ^c-pici-i 



V hid T.rai.'ur.:;' r::'i.'u:-cd to ^h■cr..'"' 



tr.oir ijtii'i' or 



:i ■^T'':.Vc ArO'i'ovfj:^. ••or.?.': "had no -r.l -.: j^m'r to p.-.^^in'; ;.;*v,e 

5 ir. overall dovolopi'.ont ar.d public ^^i' dn^r care poliqiij.i -lad 



■ i^o f.,'irn-'«.i>;Lir i^ithin all 1 our i:orr.oj- h^id' had a ];.ii-ioaic ii^'jcjr.cnt 
} c*' i/.'icir physical .and r.:or.':,al co.v.potcnco, ■ : 



3» \o;".«;V'->- Service.: \ - ' • 

individual chilfi, iin^i 'o.-:;;l;/lc .-il-».crr^itivo::-. Troi'.hcr 



1 



T*. : o X] ' r. r ^ i :! w. : j id n*v c^on r. •: :\\:q 1/ a J J 0 j the c il d ' 3 ad j vi:; t n jn t 
tvO d;,y c.Aro or his rard.l/-3iV-..tion. 



V .rent Tr.VDlvonicnt... 



\ 



A^pro*r?d Kcir/i did r.ot tf'ivr; ^o;:.^on1bic opportunity* Tor pcr.or.t;i 
to particip.ito in or observo the child day caro pro^jrari. > \ 



Ivduftvitioaal Servxcea 



All' fo^or Approved r:orriJ .faiiod ni^c'I:^:s •»";d icationa.t .op;,.:-rtur;itie2 . 
to eacii" child hy arjSiirir.{: t."i^-t(thG educational activi.tioj woru \ 
•r.up^^r^'ised by trained or c-'a. .-riencod persons. 
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;.wJOJo;:,.. i.or 



r; ^„i::ar^3 or 



.::i^l\ron 1:;.* ot.;.ot'j. 
'.d pi-oi^ir iTutritiorul consultation lor 



7 
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• r 



Total 1:3 LicoT-Sod 



•^arlly Day Caro ::c->:J 



r r c r r -wLTjra ry 3 1 a t :i :.c r Oi^:.rdi i n;: t a nc G3 of i* :i il-ur e vith in- topi c • 



] i.xrtG 



on licensed ^qr.c^j h::d >.» 



r.rt vrritten iidmirii'strative polici;;, 



i:ul>:ic.,.y or policic:; prcoc'LurcOv- 

'.'hrce licer.i'.cd .ho.;.os })ad r.o written discrirdnation statement 
r^rdinc cnildr^ri's adrd'«rion to, the proprain^^^^^^^^^_^___^ 

Ko licensed' hor.o vii:; *provi.ded wiJbh^ acfeeptalyfo^^Jairiir.c programs. 
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01* crfi) l:ccn:;c{i her;.-- had r:o Vcj-^. 



ci* one licor.^od hor.c 'r»ad h.^d no exarjir^jcicii 



Soc:iriI Service:; 



/V,:^ lico;'j;cd hc.:.*x;5 did r.ot orfc;* an acceptable plan to c6ntiri.i:.iay 
c:v::C-'i:; the- cr.lldrcri's adj\;Gt;:.tnt int^the day care prof^ran Arid the 



u, * Parcr.t invoxvcr»or:t 

Or.G licorwcd ho:;.o hvid no si^jniriccint contact \^ith parents 

e 1 • . 

5. . i:ducation:il. Sorrlcc-:: | 

?;.'2lvc- licctrir.c-d hci.'c'j \dld not ci;::urc e'ducaticiKil opporti-nit^cii 
■LO each child- by :jlc.ci":-'^' the- ed^catior.al activities uria^..- tLo 
cu'Dcr%'lciGn cr.d diroction oi' a s't/aiT ir.ei.'.hcr trc^ined or 'e>:}>crierxcd 



in child dcvoloo.,.Grit. 



In addition, thrco of -t.h'j above V.volve licensed hojrxs did not ar.oure 
tliat the- pecpio in direcc oc.'O oi* the children had had xi'air^nc 
denonstrated " aSii'p;;/ in vorl::L-;i:j ■ -ilth children. 



Four licons-ed hoi...;:; did r.ot l.:.v.i either toycs, gar:es, equipr.ont and 
v?;iterials or bc>c::s. 



Four licen;-'cd hc:*,7G did no.u h^.vc 'Ciu'i'iclent education;} 1 cqui;.;..Vr;t and 
jnaterials to be nsci'ul'ar.d prdTrt^jlt; to tho intent of ';t..^ pro,';r:ih* 



•yhrec licensed hor.su did no'o provide an acceptablo ..c-.vly pro^rar 



o, ::.-Vironrr.ental Rcquircn:ents 



\ 



4i v 



Sij^licom .^d hcT::C3 did not hr.vo tiiO cndor-JC.:o/.t of thi: ■ a!;;jropr^atd 
/ \ public Soul'oty or Sanitarian AuthoriLy. . * ^ 

■ ''r , ' ' ■• • ■ ■■■■ '•■ \ 

V-JBirec licfe.nced hoi.-.cs (fid .. ' ../ov:.;:, an acceptable plan iov isolating 
an ill chi3.d, " • . i ^ . . . \ 
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1. ::c.iitr.-:;ui.rit 



'.,'crr:- o:' t:.o licor.iicd hc-r.C::; a3:;'j;rcd thai., each child in day cctg 
rcc-i'ivcd dental, r.cdical and other health evaluations. 

Kc-..r licoriScd. hcr.flc did jr.ot assure that the child received dental 
cj'.c n;cdical care I'rcn any source. 

?".:o licoried hor.ci' provided no daily asseosruont for illnccs of . 
cc.ch child. 

'i'ir.o liccnc:-d hex-;; h;:d no ti^ciniiv; in hazards of irJ*ection and 
accii^c'htJ ar.d ho-,;- to nir.ir-.izc these. v ' 

licciiocd ho:.-,-.::; h-d no accoptahle plan -for action to bo taken 
if a child is \ln;]urcd or Jboccr;.u2 ill. , • ^ 

Six licenced hcr.cc did ntst assure tra'o ench child had immunization 
a'oorcoria'i/O fcr-his a^^^* '■ * 



Kij^iit licenced ho:r,C5 did. nou ha\:o on file .m up-to-datp cor.-^rcherijive 
health evaluation on c^eh child nor vas t; ar<y' evidence that thia 
service waii boih;^ provided to childrun by others. 

Thirteen licqr^TiCd hordes had no proper nutritional consultation for 
acnu preparation. 

?ive licensed hon^^es had no proper nutritional cor-sultation for rr.cal 
preparation. . s 



5. Katies 

One licensed hor.e exceeded the Child-;. dult Hatio. ' 

Tvro licor^ed hoT.es did not r.eet Gtai'f rcquirenients. 

Five licenced hones gave no phonu hur.ber -.rith which to reaeh ^ 
; .orson who is" to bo available for eriergency assis tarxo to the 



■ ^ - 'Total 3 Liceniiod . 

Group L^y Care Hones 

nT\x.S .:i\^u:>rjrj stater.ents re^ardin,'^ ir^tances of failujge .;itrnin topical ■ 
jsocticr.c. 



1. AOi-,:: 



olr.or 



O.V.J /-"r hor.o Ji^c nr nr-;-. - ■ 



SU 



err • o 

^ ■ ..r*.J.cvilar child. - , 



^ abili .-V ir: wo r. -sir.,:: 't^-^-i :r^i---:'-:'- • ,, ■ i 

Ono {;;rc-j;. hor.c did. r.c:. V.-jv.: ::-Acri:ili- i'or L-jlu^-itacria't u::volop.T.ent 



5. I 



!::virorj:'.r»ni.a.i 



0;h n^^^P r.or.o had no endori-cr.. i^:. *^;:*'» i!r/.^--rc;aKicri*val uiruv-.-totiCi 
Cao frour. hDRC provi'aod nO' ic-r igjcln'ion wf /m ill child. ^ 



' .6. "He altn -nutrition ' ' 

\*o Tcuv jv.'v.o aivGXirtd thnt the childj'Oi: roccivx'd t^ll noco^.sary 




One g^'cup hcr.'.o had no accupl^blc jjIjit* f^r tc .bc5 t:Lkcu 
il* a child is injured or bccor.C3 ill. 

^Onc croup hor.o did not assnre that tho child I....: . . l r>>;^ris.tc 
.iimxinisation for his acc. v ' 

One i^roup hornc did not'havc conpjrohcnsivG hoalth (j%..x.i..v.or^ 
on file for each child., ■ 



One c^^o^P hcp-.o did not have pmpor nutrition conn 
. r.enu and ncai preparation. • ' 



, ' ' Total 30 Lieu:.. 

F. Day Care Centers • / ' . ' . 

Brief, surjnary state;r.Gnts regardinc ii^^tancec of "failure within topical 
sections. / ■ , 

1. ■ Aojninistriition 

/' ■ « , 

Thirteen/centers did not have adequate wi'itten adiranistritlvc 
policies^vj 

d Eight /centers did not have a net hod of selection and r< c mi ting 
.of s^taff that gave priority to veU'are recipients and ot:.^:;- 
lew. inconn people. 

■ / ■ - ■ ■ .. ■ 

' Wino centers had no - Gchcine to~al^Lb*.r stai'f ■ to participate in the 
developmeni and publicity of day care policies>ahd procedures . 

/six centers had no \»Titten nondiscrirnination policy re^ai'din^ 
/ a child's adiniasion into the program. ^ • 

- • ' / ' . ■ ' •■ ' . . ■ - 

/ Eighteen centers offered no appropri^'t'C training to their, staff. 

/ 2. Staff ' ' . * ' 

One center's staff did. not have'T'.B. tests or» filo* 

One center did not have a policy rc;^:irair.^ an ill staff riCj,.l>cr 
not working fc-in the center. ^ * 



3. • Social Services \ " ■ 

'.Vo' -centers die! :.Cft of Car couns^li:-::; ar.d g-.::L\:ancp to help fanilies 
. doterniino -tho appropriateness of L^y care f o:*" a particular cnild, 
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. * the best facility for a particular child and a possible al'temativo 

tc day care. . 

g T-.ro conterc did not haye plaiincd parent Conferences to assess the 

chilas adjustr.enf to day care or his family situation. ° 

^' ■ ' • ■ ■ 

li. ' liducatipnal Services . * 

. Iii^;ht centers did not have to3''es-, games, equipment and inaterial or 
books , insiif f icient quantity to bo useful and profitable to tho 
intent of tho prd/;;ror.. ' 

i;. • * Enviroriinontal Requirenants , ' - ■ 

Tivo centers did not have Public Safety or B^nviroranental inspections 
' and endorsen:ente . " . . * 

Six centers did not have a proper isolation plan for tho ill or 
; - injured child. 

1 *■ • o . . 

6. .Health-Nutrition *' 

]iinpt(?,cn...center^^ not. offer dental, medical., and other evaluations^ 

IJine centers did npt have up-t5-date coniprehensive health evaluations 

f,- on fiZe foi- feach cnild. 

J « . .......... . 

Five centers did not have proper nutritional consultation for ir.enu 
and mtial prepai'ation. ■ ^ 



Ratios . ' ' 

Two- centers had staff vhich did r.ct rieet staff rcquirerr.onts. " 

Three centels did not have policy* which provided substitutions 
for ill or indisposed staff nienbers. ' . 

Two centei^s had an unacceptable inix of ago range of children. 

Two centers had groups of children which e):cocded the maximiftn 
allowable for t'.:^ir a^o (jroup. 

Nine centers exceeded the Adult-Child Ratios. 



\ 
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?G?;::s-:-'c:^. all sectio:s 



cod:-: 


1 


2 


3 


. u 


CP.';.'!; TOTAL 


'10?AL I11j79 




1,030 


1,76c 








17:^ 


20:2; 






. tot;xs for topica 

. ' CO^ ■ 1 


L -TIXTIOIS 
2 3 


h 


'% ■. 

GRAIiD TOTAL 




677 




h9 


"572 ■ 


1,298 


. ^' 








^.^ STAr"F 

CODE 


1 


2 


3 


h 


GRAim TOTAL 


TOTAL' 






33 




</ 

/a 


£3^ 






31<| 100^ „ 


.3. SOCIAL SERVICES 
CODE i 


2 


3 


< 

h 


GR.VMD- TOT/iL 


TOTAL . 




0 






I4I3 ' ' 




.8^- 


0^ 




882 


aco^ ' 



ii." PARENT INVOLVEMENT 



/ 



CODE \ . 0^2 ,0 U ' GRAIID TOTAL 


TOTAL 


$2 


0 


9 


190 ■ 


251 ' . 




21^' 




\% 


■ 75% 


100^ > 



/ 



5. EDJJCATIOMAl .^mVICES , 
CODE 1 . ■ 2 



TOTAL 


1^ 


- 0 


U 20 ! 


liU . 


■ 561-^ • 


> 


0'4. 


77^ ! 


20^ 


100^ ' 



SECTION 3 



4 26 - 



6. EN-VHOIMJirTAL RBQUIRKyiM'S 



COOS ■ 




2- 


3 






TCT.\L. 


■ 62 


ol;3 


?18 ^' 


196 


1,619 


, % 


W 


52!? 




• 12*: 


100?; 


vL-i-ii N"iJTRITIQK 

ccnr: • i , 2 


3.. 


\v 


GRAND TOTAL 


TOTAL 


22? 


1 ' 


18 


J— 








2^ 


6Q% 


ICO5; 



s 



EVIDEIJCE CODE 

1 - Written Polic^ 

2 = Valid Liconsing Docujt.enta 

3 « Observation of Evaluator ^ ; 
h = Statenient of Day Care Staff 
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MATE OF VISMONT 
FAMIU ASSISTANCE PROGRAM PLANNING 
I WEST STREET 
MONTPEIIEX 
0S607 

May. 19. 1972 



Mrs, "Eileen Si,&dii)an . . ' 

Lea.dLM^hip In-iiHuto for. Community Development 

2021 L Sif^':-*:, W. ' . " V * ■ 

WasMnqton, - ?0036 ' ' 

. ■ . : . ■ ■ I • . ' 

i3ear Eileen- 

Tve reviewed the revised version of the evaluation report on 
the plannirAg phas^ of the Vermont Chi-ld Care Project and wo.uld 
liKe to offfer sonie comments oh. the .findings. . While' I. .find 'the " 
urge to explain and justify why we did' things one way rather than 
another quite strong, I hope these comments ' reflect my efforts to 
suppress my biases.. 

To put what foUows into perspective, I want t6 sav that you d-^id a 
good job of unraveling a tangled skein of fact, opiniori, emotive * 
statemahts and fantasy. i It was a difficult job, and ! think the 
need for this let,te»— attests .to the conplexity of the tasj. 

. y ■ ■' - ' ■ ■ ■ 

I think-your conirv?nts about the absence of a "planning design" 
are weir taken. .The realities ofpjannirig for a. new program when 
that program is vi rtual ly ope rational , together with a fragmented 
prganiiational structure inevitably lead to soJnethIng mole'akln to 
crisis oriented plahn^'nq than a careful methodical approach to 
program planninq. InVrry experience, thi^is more Uie rule than the 
?.xcept1on. If we hope to' avoid -this- proh\em in the national ''Program, 
Uien I believe responsibilities and authorities haye to be clearly 
di}lineated and defined. In other. words,' I would regard the need for 
the establishment of the conpreherisive decision making system which ' 
inteqrates planninq, operations ,\and evaluation (as speci fied in 
Recommendation A.. 4, p, 28) as being a necessary prior condition for 
defining program goa)s and hence, the planning design,. I believe the 
recommendations woul'd be strengthened if the requirement for a 
conmrehensi ve agreed upon decision making system were highlighted as " 
a b^iic precondition for the en ti re .effort." Easier said than done, 
of course:! • ^ 



Mrs. Eileen Siedman 
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I naturally experience difficulty in accepting your judgment that 
the Operations Plan does not describe a day care "system." I 
will certq^inly grant i ts limitations, such as the a.bsence of a 
systematic evaluation plan and the absence of a defined s"et of 
alternative-courses of. action (although one could argue that such 
alternatives are probably best developed after operational experience 
rather than before). \ lievertheTess/ the Operations'Plan does define 
the basic program parameters, namely, eligibility requirements,- 
procedures for fee collection and billing, the types of services 
provided^ delivery -system options, and a detailed set of. operational 
procedures to supporf ^the manpower project in Burlihgton-Morri^vil le 
before the 4-C Commi ttees were operational in those area:s. 
Subsequently, 'interagency referral procedures were' further defined. 
The Operations- Plan was c£jrtain<^y viewed as a flexible document (as - 
indicated on the firslrpatie of the Plan) and reflected pur best 
judgment of what appearedHo be operationally sound at the time. Tho ■ 
Interim Guidelines were also, regarded as a Moxible 'wqrkinn. docunent; 
and a contact pprson was named and a procedurt; ^'or inputs from tfifi 
field was defined in the Gluide lines in order to enaole O'CD to inn rove'?' 
upon the^. interim procedures. ' ' , . . , . . 

Furthermore, upon conpletion of the Operations PI an, -which net the 
1 nmediatei- need to have the program operationally defined, -regional » 
development goals and budget allocatidns were desigred based on field 
reports provided by the operations staf^f. [deally,' this should have 
came sooner, and hopefully will in the programs . that follow this one. 

Our differences as to what consti tutes. a "system" may be semantic, ' 
in which case, ^some cl an* fi cation * as to the ineaning of the term. in* 
the 'report would be helpful. r ■ 

At^several points in the report you indicate that the survey data did 
not include, information about existing day care costs and utilization 
and was obtained only for a relatively small portion of the population, 
namely FAP eligible and near elinibl.e families (p. 35, p. 74). In. 
fact the survey included ■a/5'Ubs,tantial amount, of data on the costs and 
.utilization of day care for all working mothers, not just the low 
income' population (see pages 34-94 of Volume V of the Vermont Planning 
Papers., Report on the Baseline Survey). > • 

The evaluation report indicated .that "ra'th'er than starting witti • 
families' and their needs, the pretest.pl annersi (including Mathematica), 
assumed neisds based on data manipolatton and available .federal funds." 
(p. 90). The^data that was being "manipulated" .included, observations . 
on labor force participation, mandatory, regist.rants for manpower services, 
estimated hurrber of volunteers, for training or employment, and the. 
aparti cipation rate .in FAP. - The point of that effort was to give us a 
■fix.on the likely upper limit of demand for servi ces . 
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The; data on existing-utnization of day- care'- revealed that 97'; nf 
npVo? ;n?p'.?^ arrangejrents for .al l^working^'others w re" t er 

■ - S sat sf eS-wn/^h"!- '"^"y^ .■ Overall . . 892 of tha mothers ■ 

were satisfied with thfii.r existinq care arramements • At the -;arm 

■ utTu.'.Zr'\' ^°\°'.'^',''°''''''^ indicated they would . 
• fo nf f"^! ' =r f^c|Htios if they were available 

(P. 86 of the Basehne. Survey<|Volune . In sTiort, an analysis ofW 
exis ino patterns of day carPutilization reflec ed .the naiequate 
Zni ' ^'"^."^ knowledge about al tematives .rathe,. .■ 

r.nnp nf ^'"••m" Particular type of care selected out of a 

rxn'r^.^pH^ '-n • ^''^ ^'^^^ ^ the workim nJithers " 

h»LTh ift ^^ll^"9"«s to. use developrental care indicates a ^lotential" ' 
demand wef> in exqess of available^.funding. To start, tJien, fmm need 
. as determine* by existing patterns 'of care\oul a be- 1<^^ .project fmm ' 

■ -Undesirable ""'-'^'^ chil d develoonent ten^/as'inadequatTand 

Additional data was obtained on hours of work, children's ages and 
so on; the results suggesting the need for day -care facilities at " ■ 
unusual hoyrs (nights and weekends) and.an er^hasis on before and after - 
school care These are two areas Ovt we ha've experienced di ff cu ties 
^;rsXV^;;g?;L'°"^^ '""^ advances- are .eing^n^de in befor..^"^^ • 

HpLnH*; °,h v"-""^' that the ^datq.we have tells us .about aggregate ! 
- demand What IS needed, in terns of the operations of a particular ' 
>h, H,>;.n 5P^t?fi^i"f°/.™tion on individual families wh ch det ils'- 
neeik nf h °, '1'' ^ =^"ter, hour^ of work, specia 
needs of\the .child, and preferred- tyne-of care. • 

.In^short,':^e need two levels of „data for d'aV care programnin'g, one' to 
de L'!;]nn'^r to budget Inationally (or statewide) rfnd another to " 
I n wT ItZ-' ''"m*"" to.estabJish 1n, -say,-Isla/,cl Pond.- veri^ont; 

I see no way at reasonable qcst. to build to the sgaregate- figures from 
n^r.n"".^.'^ "^i^^''^" < " l^ve^s of-d?ta eol]ecti^n 'an^d ■ 

■parents' apparen.t laci- of kno(v]a^ige about the. stated benefits of child 
fLfnfJ^c "l- "",^"tici,.ate that irtitiallv we will" f,nd he 

facilities underutilized, and as knowledge spreads' .an cl' our out-pach ■ 
te.clrniques are refined, we. wil l experience an i'hcrease in 'enrol l, neijt. , 

*Ihn ^■'.-V'H-i-f^^.^'i'i '•ates and demand estlmatW'.were base<i on'.- 
isti.;' P In Ih'^ °J V'''^ ^V^'^ -I" f^=t, the den«nd : . 

nf Ihf f^ 1% baseline survey were -arri ved atwithaut any consideration 
of tie fe.deral funding 'avai lable;. to do. othewise wo(ild have been to ': • 

.violate the pur-DOS^ of the purvey, which was to' determine costs and 
caseloads of FAP. . w;' - 
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The rates fnr center.eare in. Vermont v/ere a qi.ven wherT the project . 

•started, up ^to S24, per week for center care . The refte was' pre- 
viously established based on 'the costs at one center. -There^was 
a nreat deal of enotion expended on trying, to get the rate, raised to 
$30.ner week, larnely- because that was a figure used in tOBtintjw^- 
before Conqress as beino. the cost for devel onmental: cape-, and as'aV 
consequence, was used when we costed out the initial p,rojiKt proposal. . 
Me resisted raising the rate on tiiat basi ? and believed tKat- we ■shQuI d . 

• develop a .rate' model that was* tied to the''Jeve1 of services proyided/ 
Whether this is a 'reasonable possibility in ^a-program -based on ■■ - 
reimbursable purchase of services for individuals without burVding in, 
■an elaborate monitoring infrastructure is a sdrious issue v^hich shoul'd . 
be considered fn neitional planning.- "In "any event, the. rat^^structure 
was- not and is- not- being devised in terms of projected revenues, but . 
in-'terrs nf services Drbvi:ded. '.Obviously," the number and types.of . 
^servic^s- we-\d be willing tnp-urchase v/ou>d be a 'function of budget 
constraints, .and so we expected that, the maximum We,'. d be >'/il ling to- 

- pay v/ould be. less than what -we-' d like to. nay. The goal w^s to 
establish. a rate through e .rational process , rather than by v/orking' . . 

riackv/ards from ti<e budget.-;'. The recent increase in rates,, for example; 
"\/as "based on further analysis, of 'center expense data. - " 

At several -points you indicate that/Je^werJ^ssential ly cpn^ 
■federaJ -guidelYnes and dGci&ions rnther than-dt-" inning 'a program to meet 
Vernt)r>t's needs^(p. 65, 'p. 107).. .Since I.qa:ther this -.is** s.orre thing, 
you'li be examining -nxsre closely in Volume II, I'll limit.my" cpmnients ' - 
and indjcate that at no time did I believe we were sac riflcjng Vermont j:S 
interests to meet federal requirements.. W-} certainly were Vesponsi ve ■ 
'to the contract and certain-, federal inputs, but -not at oljrQwn exi^nse, . 

I sai-d I wnulci try . to refrain from j.usti fTcatibn,'- and so w1lT..sj:op.. ^ 

- I, hope to have the opportuni ty to review the second volume of., the' . " 
study, before its.' .released .• ■ 

■ I'd like to say again': that you were faced with a di;.f;f-i cul t\ job,'''an^ 
while I continue to disagree with some cf y.our conclusion^ and in^er-.. ■ 
pretations, on the whole I think, the report Was a goad- one.. - We should ' 

./keep m mind that i f the evalUatee does nof-disaflree wfth the eva.l^uator, 

".'s.omething^'is probably. wrong,. o . * 



.Sincerely, 




\ , George J.. Carpdno 
• \ /' Director- '■ 



G.^C/p.dc. 



. cc r"N;^ 1 1 1 am S . Cowl es ,.' jy . 
,1 uK Joan G. Babbdtt \ 
Lois-ell in .Datta." 
"Sam Granato 
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, By DAVID GRAY 'iliis fi-iiure.* . Wrist.m 

M IT SUF.R — rrcJicuons cslimatr.s, wuuld cure , for Uui 
are lh.it tiic .Norilicasl Rin;;rif>m chiiciron . 

Coiv.:r,-.:nilv Cora.ti.itoti 11c said OCD h:is' tu-on 

Cait ConuniMcc i\-C) will lu.' ^.iiarntULcd nf snino fiin\itr.« 
h/jvc to CLi! :i'iv of its prcscnl um'lrr a new ^^^;n;!^' .A.'>i.<.iiicl' 
Dav Care' I'iKol'.ccs., at- Viiv-i'S-T- ^f'TiJ now pfiuim; Hr 
cotf;:n-'to stafr OHicl' ol Child iiredicted eno;jr)) mowy wuulti 
Pv vrlopinrni '.OCDVOpcralions 'i,^. f„i U;c<);ui:u ui Nurlht'iisl 
vlnaly^ Midiaci Wriitoii. Kin;;<iom's sluir to proviui; lu: 

.Mcn:!.';r? a{ 4 C were uHflcr ihc leirMiini'v; '".x c)iiIii/on. 
Uu* i;upii-ssi.jn it. Tuciday'« The Nnr'.u'^sl !\ui:,il.)rn 
^loiii;'..:: that l!ioy would have Miri)!!.'^ ahtiiil i!j per ct'M ui il;* 
lo Cul ihoi;'. M of the present it.itc-'s ii:o s.X...ol ..•hildri-n :ii 
to co;j;r>'_-vate /or rediiceri fijD njjuclXiy u'jje 'i^Jid ri i,ejves 
iundin?. ■ "." • 2i per rent i".r the Title -l-A 

.Xoriheast Kinj:(Jo;n ■ u-as ^^u^- Wi'',!orj a.-i;.}. llio 

ori-ir.Any sch-iir.led lo receive ^'^'^'^ Ii^'^ <^n<y liiree childri-ii. 
about .>'-54.0t>:- Hut a new for t'nrij.'lef! v.:-.<U'r the i-an^]ly 
inuli. based on IV.- nunr.bcr.of A>sisi:jn'e l'ro';ra;n.' ^ 
chilorcn i-ach rrs;or. serves, was He. said an rit'ort wonld be 
deveiopfti -jrhit-'f- uonid f,i\c this »;;tt)p i-^ tr^fJiltr (j\;:iliiyins 
resioa^an ei.linii»lcd SlTf^.^r 'c lii 1 c r mi ' •li^i-- Kanuly 
- ''*"*?^- ■ vy . Assistance i\-u2rarii; L". o.-Uv a 

.small 'nu;ubrr is (lualifii-d. 
.yW'r;.MOii ^a'd son;>{ adjttstmcfnl 
,K\n '\-:VUmd\n': cir.ilri he ;;iade. 
» OCD is refrJ'.'stms ^-iso.o^iO, 

.. ' which i« focis -s .nc'ccs.sary to 

* - mair.tum the presivu level of 

Day Cr>re in VerY.cr.t . The 
. Noi-ti-ca.si Kingdom -.viil fare 
■ ■ hctier l^an ^■'Of'r iiros under 
the r.cw formuUi Ux diatrihution 
' « of funds. 

. , If i\^fivc is no new ii:ndii;t:. 

\V;iston TCporti'rt. there wmiJii 
h^vo to bt rnrollmcnt ■ culs 
— . acio.ss »be ^tatf.. 

A."ik"ed wiiy OCn> r^v-'t^*"-- 
* tative at ihO 4-C nu:^::';-; 

' .^ , ^' j TjK'.sday did no? exjdair. these. 

• new dcvcloprt^cnis. V.'risl.^'.i said, 
"S.'rc" r<J:dd :iav/- (•le;(r.vj it up 
if sl;e knew a')ntit U." 

U■r^t.^{on defended »hat ap- 
pears tc be a hj;'.!! cosl for 
adn-.inisteruiR il'.e proi^ra'ni by 
i^ayin;? some tcm.s. as 
licL-nsins of Oay Care honu's. 
sh'^idd luit be tonsuii-red ad- 
•• . mitiislJ'^'.ion.-- Kc ) added that 

t OCD Dji-ector Dr. Joan Bab- 
bott's salary is liV-ely lo be 
'transferred !o /another, hudsel 
because whe does nm plan ut 
' .spend much M:ne herse'I/ on Day 
Care ucxt year. 



AVnv.on ad-le'f t'l-i' the Dept. . 
Ml ISiMltl;. Kd;i^.u..in an;: 
WelJare -..s no; fun, erni.-d witn 
I h 0\ lii.'^pn.i^tirtmnaie ad- 
;n:j)isira'.:ofi direct ch;ld ^ care 
servici's ratio nn'a'.ise liKW is 
jr.icro.vt*-d in hinlnin;; .t stron- 
adm5i.'.>traiive vi:'-it. 

He .'Tiid ^h'*i 
mifiislr.-'f.op is ^'way.s needcU \o 
e.s'.ablisb a p'-<rera!>i ■ tli.in to 
■.idmmJsti'r'an •ir.^oir,,': prii;;:-;;m. 
Some ;.spf*ct5 thv I>ay Cmc- 
' s y s '. e :n vre ^'aU bo;:;- 
e.ntalii.sl'/'d. 

Ar»\-i Day Care Centers liad 
hii;>ed lo tratc-jer Ht-atl St.irt 

pri):;ra;n for May to avtCd 
nitUaek.; the e;:d of tiio fi.*fai 
ye:,r. Dr. 'i jUbott e\plai:.i-d 
bCD'.s rofii.s--}! to alin-.v tins 
procediM-e by sa^iuf; OCD nv.iu ' 
be eontreriu'd'Aitli chjldrcn all 
vcar, the )ch.ir.:4.-' would ykew 
the fhiiircs'. and CCD has o;bt-r- 
p)an- tor liw -^jyiiVu^ money in 

0. vu"t;i)n. * . , 

Siu* .s.'iid it ^i'^o^,iUi !>e neciird 
to provide, da^-, cate previously 
•pro\l(fi'd 5»v Dept. of Sfjoial 
\VW::.:'i' i:^ prriCr.l CCD plans 
to lakv . owr the ;.-;.p:'u^r:i;n 
mMei-.nli.e. : 

.\.L'.'»rd;i;^- !■* ,,'5omn j;niircc-s, 
3i -;v.-ni Servu:'/S See. Wiiliain 

1, >i',vks has .-it/U- i'Vnrr plans'tV^r 
I'r.:- i-:'.Vr:Ks in-zwy.. '.Ir p!ans lo 
srr.t] ;t t': ','i\k' 'ler.eral :'.:n;l ti 
be retiirr-eci fjr ofMT a;;cT:cy 
purposes. 
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